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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, March 24, 1999 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Reverend James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er: 

As we walk the paths of life and as 
we attempt to view the road ahead, we 
pray, almighty God, that Your spirit 
will encourage us along that journey 
and support us all the day long. We 
know that our hearts grow weary and 
we need strength; we know that our 
minds lose the discernment needed for 
the future and we need vision; we know 
that we miss the mark and we hunger 
for forgiveness and a new start. Wher-
ever we are or whatever we do, we pray 
for Your presence, O God, and for Your 
enduring peace. In Your name we pray. 
Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment bills of the House 
of the following titles:

H.R. 92. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 251 North Main Street in Winston-
Salem, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. 
Ward Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 158. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 316 North 26th 
Street in Billings, Montana, as the ‘‘James 
F. Battin United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 233. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 700 East San Antonio 
Street in El Paso, Texas, as the ‘‘Richard C. 
White Federal Building’’. 

H.R. 396. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 1301 Clay Street in Oak-
land, California, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums 
Federal Building’’.

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a concur-

rent resolution of the following titles, 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested:

S. 67. An act to designate the headquarters 
building of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development in Washington, District 
of Columbia, as the ‘‘Robert C. Weaver Fed-
eral Building’’. 

S. 437. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse under construction at 333 
Las Vegas Boulevard South in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, as the ‘‘Lloyd D. George United 
States Courthouse’’. 

S. 453. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 709 West 9th Street in Ju-
neau, Alaska, as the ‘‘Hurff A. Saunders Fed-
eral Building’’. 

S. 460. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 401 South 
Michigan Street in South Bend, Indiana, as 
the ‘‘Robert K. Rodibaugh United States 
Bankruptcy Courthouse’’. 

S. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the President of the United States 
to conduct military air operations and mis-
sile strikes against the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro).

f 

WE NEED STRAIGHT ANSWERS 
FROM OUR ADMINISTRATION 
AND FROM OUR COMMANDER IN 
CHIEF 
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, on a 
day when American men and women in 
uniform may go into harm’s way, head-
lines scream of Kosovo. That is a con-
cern, but there are also concerns this 
morning in North Korea. 

The Washington Times reports this 
morning, and I quote, ‘‘Vital parts of a 
50-megawatt North Korean nuclear re-
actor have been missing since inter-
national inspectors first visited the 
site under the terms of a 1994 nuclear-
freeze pact with the United States. 

‘‘The absence of the reactor parts, 
which could be used to construct an-
other reactor, was known by some 
State Department officials but was 
never disclosed to Congress.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, on a morning when peo-
ple may go into harm’s way, the State 
Department did not notify us of this 
Korean breach. The Energy Depart-
ment did not notify us of an espionage 
breach. 

We need straight answers from our 
administration and from our com-
mander in chief.

f 

GHB INCIDENT—THE DEATH OF 
KERRI BRETON 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 

the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I too, offer godspeed as we 
make our decisions on Kosova. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise this morning to 
talk again about GHB, a dangerous 
drug that has destroyed the lives of 
some of our young women and young 
people in this country. 

I have introduced a bill, the Hillory 
F. Farias Date Rape Drug Prevention 
Act, along with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), 
who has also introduced a bill. 

I would like to share the story of a 
young woman named Kerri Breton, who 
also died as a result of GHB poisoning. 
This young, 26-year-old single mother 
died last May after she ingested a GHB 
laced drink while on a business trip. 

She was a vibrant young woman who 
had worked hard for most of her life to 
achieve, despite the setbacks she had 
faced. She lost her mother to cancer 
when she was 13 and she had a child 
while in high school. However, Kerri 
was able to get her GED and at the 
time of her death she worked at an in-
surance firm where she had just re-
ceived her insurance license. 

On the night of her death, Kerri was 
on a business trip in Syracuse, New 
York. She had drinks with a colleague 
and then went to her room. The next 
morning, her roommate found Kerri 
dead on the bathroom floor. There is 
still a murder investigation going on to 
determine how this drug got into 
Kerri’s drink. 

We must commit to passing legisla-
tion that will schedule GHB. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) for shar-
ing this story with me. Kerri Breton 
was a resident of his district in New 
York, and this tragic story was sent by 
Ms. Breton’s stepfather, Roger Voight. 
The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
LAFALCE) has recently joined us as a 
cosponsor of this important legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to immediately 
have hearings on scheduling GHB and 
for this House to pass this legislation 
expeditiously so that we can save the 
lives of young people like Kerri Breton 
and give tribute to the loss of their 
lives and avoid these tragedies in the 
years to come.

f 

NO MORE SOCIAL SECURITY 
SLUSH FUND 

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 
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Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, while 

the White House is busy working on a 
plausible explanation as to how atomic 
espionage at Energy Department labs 
was ignored over the last 3 years, Re-
publicans have been busy putting to-
gether a budget that reflects respon-
sible common sense conservative val-
ues. 

For 40 years, the Democrats failed to 
take Social Security off the table, 
turning the Social Security Adminis-
tration trust fund into a Washington 
slush fund. Well, those days are over. 
The Republican budget is going to do 
what should have been done a long 
time ago. It puts the Social Security 
surplus into a safe deposit box. 

Long-time observers of Washington 
know that we need a safe deposit box 
to keep big spending liberals from run-
ning off with it. The Social Security 
trust fund should not be a slush fund. 
The Republican budget takes 100 per-
cent of the retirement surplus and sets 
it aside for Social Security and Medi-
care. 

We are going to hang a huge sign on 
the safe deposit box with a message, 
‘‘no liberals allowed. Do not touch.’’ 

f 

DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 
BUDGET 

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, first 
of all, I would like to offer prayers and 
hope for our situation that we face 
today in Kosova. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about the 
democratic alternative budget, a budg-
et that extends Social Security until 
the year 2050 and saves Medicare, 
which will run out of money in 2008 un-
less we do save it. 

I am happy that the Democrats are 
proposing 77 percent for Social Secu-
rity and to save Medicare to the year 
2020. We also fully fund the President’s 
education request. The other budget 
resolution does not. We offer money for 
child care. The other budget resolution 
does not. 

Mr. Speaker, we offer $1.9 billion for 
our veterans and their families. Let us 
support the democratic budget alter-
native that saves Social Security and 
Medicare, helps our veterans, helps our 
children as we move to the 21st Cen-
tury. 

f 

PRESIDENT’S BUDGET ACTUALLY 
EXPANDS ENTITLEMENT SPEND-
ING 

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, how 
soon we forget. President Clinton just 3 
years ago proposed a five year budget 

that would have added $1.2 trillion to 
the national debt. That is $200 billion 
deficits every year for as far as the eye 
could see. 

The Republicans said no. 
They said no to big government. 
They said no to using phony num-

bers. 
They said no to a national health 

care system that his own party admit-
ted would have pushed the deficit into 
the stratosphere. 

So Congress insisted on passing a bi-
partisan budget that balanced and kept 
the lid on spending. 

Well, here we go again. It is back to 
budget-busting time. 

Once again, it is going to be up to 
Congress to act like grownups and keep 
the lid on spending. 

The President’s budget actually ex-
pands entitlement spending, puts the 
Medicare program in jeopardy only one 
year after we acted to save it, and goes 
back to tax increases that hurt the 
economy. 

Tax and spend, tax and spend. No 
matter how good the White House can 
spin it, and they are very good, this 
budget is a tax and spend budget that 
takes us in the wrong direction. 

f 

COUNTRIES ALL OVER THE WORLD 
ARE DUMPING IN AMERICA’S 
MARKETS 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
U.S. trade deficit is projected to exceed 
$200 billion this year. Japan will once 
again exceed $60 billion in surplus. If 
that is not enough to tax your exports, 
China is expected to take a $70 billion 
chunk of money in trade surplus from 
Uncle Sam. Unbelievable. 

Countries all over the world are 
dumping in our markets. Beam me up, 
Mr. Speaker. If our trade policy is so 
good, why does not Japan do it? Why 
does not China do it? Why does not Eu-
rope do it? 

The truth is, our trade policy is 
about as effective as tits on a boar hog. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back our stu-
pidity and I yield back our other 
cheeks. 

f 

HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES IN INDIA 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak about human rights abuses in 
India today. 

As we may know, Christians and 
other religious minorities have faced 
terrible persecution in India recently. 
In January, an extremist mob burned 
alive an Australian missionary and his 
two sons who were trapped in their car. 

This is not the first instance of perse-
cution. Over Christmas, churches 
throughout India were burned and de-
stroyed. Christians’ homes were looted 
and stoned, and Christian individuals 
were attacked and stoned. 

In January, missionaries and semi-
nary students were attacked and beat-
en with rods. Then just last week, an 
extremist Hindu group called Vishwa 
Hindu burned 150 Christian homes in 
Orissa’s Gajapati District and terror-
ized the Christian community with 
homemade guns. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Indian gov-
ernment to take decisive action to stop 
this continuing violence and bring to 
justice those who have committed the 
crimes, and protect the rights of all 
minority religious believers in India. 

f 

STOP THE KILLING IN KOSOVA 
NOW 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I apologize 
in advance to my colleagues and to the 
American people who may be offended 
by what I am about to show but I think 
it is very, very important in view of 
the events of today that we show this. 

This is a poster. It shows a dead child 
who was killed with ethnic cleansing in 
Kosova, and it says his mother will 
never have to see him this way. They 
killed her, too. 

My colleagues, this is what is going 
on today in Kosova, and I say Kosova 
because 92 percent of the population, 
the ethnic Albanians who live there, 
call it Kosova and they were being eth-
nically cleansed. 

We need to stop it. We need to sup-
port the bombing. We need to support 
NATO troops on the ground. NATO is 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. It is concerned about genocide in 
Europe as it rightly should be. 

Milosevic, the Serbian leader, has 
broken every agreement to which he 
has agreed. The U.S. vital interests are 
there. We have a vital interest to stop 
genocide. We have a vital interest to 
stop a wider war which will surely hap-
pen in the Balkans if we sit back and 
do nothing. It could suck in our allies, 
Greece and Turkey and Hungary and 
other countries. 

We need to support U.S. troops. We 
need to support the bombing. Stop the 
killing in Kosova now. Stop the geno-
cide and the ethnic cleansing.

f 

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET CON-
TRASTED WITH THE PRESI-
DENT’S BUDGET 
(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, let us compare and contrast 
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the Republican budget with the Presi-
dent’s budget. 

The Republican’s budget saves more 
for Social Security and Medicare. The 
President’s budget cuts $9 billion from 
Medicare. 

The Republican budget enforces bal-
anced budget discipline. The Presi-
dent’s budget busts the budget caps by 
$30 billion. 

The Republican budget provides mid-
dle class tax relief. The President’s 
budget, surprise, surprise, raises taxes 
by $172 billion. 

One budget reflects the common 
sense conservatism of responsible gov-
ernment that gives people more free-
dom and a higher standard of living. 
The other budget reflects the instinct 
to expand government at every turn, 
all the while shortchanging our sen-
iors. 

The Republican budget strengthens 
retirement security first. It protects 
seniors and sticks to the historic bal-
anced budget agreement signed by the 
President only 2 short years ago. 

This is a budget Americans can ap-
plaud.

f 

HERSHEY, PENNSYLVANIA, A LOT 
OF TALK AND A LOT OF CHALK 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, like a 
lot of my colleagues, I went up to Her-
shey, Pennsylvania, had a lot of talk 
and a lot of chalk. We went up to talk 
about how we are going to restore ci-
vility in this body. We talked about un-
fair allocation of staff and money. We 
talked about unfair committee ratios, 
the most unfair in 50 years. 

We did not talk about the unfortu-
nate thing that happened this morning, 
and that is the unavailability of rooms 
for Democratic members to meet in 
this body. 

Now we can talk about the preroga-
tives of the Chair and the Republicans 
to run this place. I do not have any 
quarrel and I do not really expect to 
win, but I do expect to have fair treat-
ment and a fair opportunity to talk. 

The question is, are the Republicans 
going to mean what they said about re-
storing civility? 

b 1015 

Yesterday we came back and voted 
on staff and money, an unfair alloca-
tion of both. But to just say that they 
cannot make rooms available for the 
Democrats to meet, it looks like the 
preponderance of the growing evidence 
is the Republicans do not intend to be 
fair, and that the spirit of Hershey has 
gone.

THE REPUBLICAN PLAN SETS 
ASIDE 100 PERCENT OF BUDGET 
SURPLUS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY 

(Mr. HILL of Montana asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, 
last fall the President said we should 
set aside 100 percent of social security 
for social security. I voted to support 
him in that. But in January he stood 
here at the State of the Union and said, 
no, we are going to put aside 62 percent 
for social security. Then in February 
he submitted a budget that said 57 per-
cent for social security. And then if we 
look at his proposal, he really sets 
aside zero for social security. In five 
months we have gone from 100 percent 
to 62 percent to 57 percent to zero, and 
that has been the history of social se-
curity. 

There are a lot of different opinions 
about how we ought to reform social 
security, but every single senior that I 
talked to in Montana says, let us start 
by stopping the raid on the social secu-
rity trust fund. 

There are three ways to do that. One, 
today, let us support a supplemental 
that is offset, so we do not raid social 
security for foreign aid. Let us support 
the budget, that sets aside 100 percent 
of social security for social security. 
Then let us support the social security 
and Medicare safe deposit box, where 
there be no more raids, not for tax cuts 
or spending increases. No more shell 
games. We are going to save every dol-
lar, 100 percent for social security. We 
can start today. 

f 

THE SPIRIT OF HERSHEY: RE-
SPECT FOR DIFFERENCES OF 
OPINION 

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I truly hope 
that the spirit of Hershey is not gone 
already. Last weekend we had the sec-
ond congressional bipartisan civility 
retreat in Hershey, Pennsylvania. We 
tried, in short, to come together to find 
a way where we can still disagree on 
issues without being so disagreeable. 

I believe we made some progress last 
weekend. But to be on the safe side, we 
were honored to have with us Sir John 
Hume, the Nobel Peace prize winner of 
last year, due to his role in negotiating 
the peace agreement in Northern Ire-
land. We were hoping to get some wise 
words from him. I believe he delivered. 

He reminded us in attendance that, 
‘‘Differences of opinion should not be 
viewed as a threat. The answer to dif-
ference is not to fight about it but to 
respect it, for the differences are the 
essence of humanity, because there are 
no two people in the world who are the 
same.’’ 

As we begin debates that seriously 
affect the Nation and our future, such 
as Kosovo, such as the budget, I would 
hope and pray that we remember these 
wise words from Sir John Hume. 

f 

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET IS HON-
EST ABOUT OUR NATION’S RE-
TIREMENT SECURITY 

(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, this 
week we are going to debate two clear-
ly different visions of America. As 
Members know, we are going to debate 
the budget that will be presented for 
the year 2000. 

The President’s budget would raise 
taxes on the middle class of America, it 
busts the budget caps, and it uses the 
social security surplus to fund over 120 
new government programs. Worst of 
all, after leaving the Nation’s retire-
ment in shaky financial shape, this 
president is proposing taxes on the 
middle class’ number one guarantee for 
retirement security, life insurance. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that tax-
payers that have been faithful and hon-
est about preparing for their retire-
ment should not see this being taxed. 
Conversely, this Republican Congress 
has a taxpayer-friendly budget that 
protects 100 percent of social security 
and Medicare surpluses. It practices 
budgetary constraints, and provides 
over $800 billion for tax relief for all 
middle class taxpayers. 

I intend to vote for that which is for 
Republicans and for the taxpayers of 
this country. 

f 

CALLING ON MR. MILOSEVIC TO 
SEEK A DIPLOMATIC SOLUTION 

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, few peo-
ple have suffered as much during the 
Second World War as did the people of 
Serbia. I am calling on Mr. Milosevic, 
who has brought so much anguish and 
hardship and trouble to his own people, 
to take these last moments before 
NATO is unleashing horrendous power 
and bringing further destruction to his 
people. 

All through the 1960s and 1970s, Yugo-
slavia was the freest and most pros-
perous country in Central and Eastern 
Europe and the Balkans. It is now a 
basket case. It is a police state. 

There is still some time for Milosevic 
to come to his senses and call off his 
madness. He cannot stand up to NATO. 
He can still call for a diplomatic solu-
tion, and we are ready to deal if he is. 
But the Serbian people and the people 
of Yugoslavia have suffered too long 
under his dictatorship. 
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URGING MEMBERS TO COSPONSOR 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE VIO-
LENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT 

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, 5 years 
ago Congress passed the landmark Vio-
lence Against Women Act and changed 
the way this Nation addresses the 
crimes of domestic violence and sexual 
assault. 

Today, because of that, there are 
more investigations and prosecutions 
with stiffer penalties, including life 
sentences for those who cross State 
lines to commit domestic violence. 
Communities across the country are 
training police officers on how best to 
respond to family violence calls. 

Today there is a National Domestic 
Violence Hotline, which provides a life-
line to the more than 8,000 callers each 
month. There are more shelters and 
counseling services provided for the 
women and children who are faced with 
danger in their own homes. Children 
who experience domestic violence have 
stronger advocates and support within 
the judicial system. These programs 
have made a significant difference in 
the health and happiness of hundreds of 
thousands of women and children and 
families. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing the 5-year reauthorization of 
the programs under the Violence 
Against Women Act. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in cosponsorship. 
There is no excuse for domestic vio-
lence. 

f 

FAIRNESS MUST BE PRACTICED 
WITH RESPECT TO APPOINT-
MENT OF CONFEREES 

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, two 
weeks ago, with strong Democratic 
support, the House of Representatives, 
in a bipartisan way, passed the edu-
cation flexibility bill. This bill is about 
old values and new ideas: old values of 
local control of our schools, new ideas 
of added flexibility for increased stu-
dent performance. 

When we appointed conferees to this 
bill last night, our leadership did not 
appoint a single Democrat who sup-
ported the bill on the House Floor. We 
had a majority of Democrats support 
the bill in committee, a majority of 
Democrats support the bill on the 
House Floor, but yet no Democrats who 
supported the bill were appointed to 
conference and supported the bill on 
the House Floor. 

We can talk about Republican and 
Democratic civility and fairness, we 
can talk about better ratios and fund-
ing, but we need to practice that fair-

ness with our appointments to con-
ference. 

In Abraham Lincoln’s words, with 
malice towards none, with charity to-
ward all, these need to be reflected out-
side our party and within our party.

f 

THE VETERANS’ BUDGET 

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, growing 
up, one thing I learned from my father, 
a veteran of the Second World War, was 
that when you shake hands and make a 
promise with someone, you stick to it. 
This might seem a little old-fashioned, 
but it is a value I will never forget. 

Our service men and women enlist in 
the Armed Forces with a simple under-
standing. To their country they pledge 
their youth, their dedication, and if 
need be, their lives. In return, their 
country promises that veterans will 
have some basic needs provided for 
when they leave active service. 

The Clinton-Gore administration has 
broken this promise to our Nation’s 
veterans. The administration’s budget 
neglects our veterans’ health care 
needs. The VA faces cost increases of 
more than $1 billion, and a shortfall of 
more than $100 million in medical in-
surance collections. In other words, our 
veterans are shortchanged by $1 billion 
under the President’s budget. 

If we add those costs up with the 
Clinton-Gore proposal, do we know 
what that amounts to? Disaster. Our 
veterans deserve better. That is why I 
support the largest increase in history 
for VA medical care over the adminis-
tration’s budget request. The major-
ity’s $1 billion increase over the Clin-
ton-Gore budget for veterans will head 
off predicted closures of needed VA fa-
cilities. This is our promise to vet-
erans, and we are going to keep it. 

f 

CENSUS UNDERCOUNT 

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of an accurate Census, 
and the use of adjusted data to com-
pensate for the chronic undercount of 
people that occurs in each Census. 

In 1990, the Census missed almost 
21,000 people in my congressional dis-
trict in Orange County. This is the 
equivalent of over $54 million lost over 
a 10-year period. Only nine of Califor-
nia’s 52 congressional districts were 
more undercounted than my own. We 
lost a lot of money, and we pay taxes. 

In the city of Anaheim, my own 
hometown, we were undercounted by 
over 7,000 people, and as a result, Ana-
heim lost $1.5 million in Federal fund-
ing, job training, law enforcement, 

emergency shelters. These were all un-
derfunded because we were not getting 
our Federal dollars. It would have 
made our streets safer, we would have 
had shelter for the homeless, we could 
have trained the unemployed. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
use of adjusted Census data, and chal-
lenge them to make all Americans 
count. 

f 

THE CRISIS IN KOSOVO 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise with a heavy heart. I would like to 
talk about the budget, saving social se-
curity, saving Medicare, but I think 
the crisis in Kosovo demands our at-
tention. 

The Constitution says, ‘‘We, the peo-
ple of the United States, in order to 
form a more perfect union, establish 
justice, ensure domestic tranquility, 
provide for the common defense, pro-
mote the general welfare, and secure 
the blessings of liberty to ourselves 
and our posterity, do ordain and estab-
lish this Constitution of the United 
States.’’ 

Article 1, section 8, says ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the power to declare 
war.’’ I wonder when we are going to 
accept responsibility for our actions 
and debate a declaration of war when 
we are about ready to bomb a sovereign 
state. If we want to do that, let us ac-
cept our responsibilities, and let us do 
it as a body. 

Until that time, let us not hide be-
hind the curtains or the skirts of the 
President of the United States under 
the War Powers declaration. Let us get 
some guts and let us fight for freedom. 

f 

LET US FULLY FUND THE BUDGET 
TO PROVIDE FOR VETERANS’ 
NEEDS 

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, as the 
sound of war today reverberates 
throughout this Chamber, let us take 
this opportunity to make sure that we 
do not forget about the veterans of 
past wars, the men and women who 
have put their lives on the line defend-
ing this country. 

Frankly, the President’s budget is 
grossly inadequate in terms of pro-
tecting veterans’ needs, as is the Re-
publican budget. In the State of 
Vermont, the Veterans Administration 
hospital at White River Junction is 
under significant financial pressure, 
and that is true at VA hospitals all 
over this country. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when some 
are proposing huge tax breaks for some 
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of the richest people in this country, 
let us not forget the veterans. 

Let us, in this budget process, go well 
beyond the President’s budget for vet-
erans, well beyond the Republicans’ 
budget for veterans, and finally provide 
the true funding that the Veterans Ad-
ministration needs to protect those 
people who put their lives on the line 
defending this country. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 30, TO 
KEEP EXECUTIVE AUTHORITY 
WITHIN THE BOUNDS OF THE 
CONSTITUTION 

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, many 
Members of Congress are deeply con-
cerned about the use of executive or-
ders. The public is legitimately con-
cerned also. The courts have improp-
erly given executive orders the force 
and effect of law. We must get execu-
tive orders back into harmony with the 
Constitution. 

I have introduced House Concurrent 
Resolution 30, with quite a few spon-
sors. The second sponsor is the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HENRY HYDE). 
That will accomplish this. 

It states that ‘‘Any executive order 
that infringes on the powers and duties 
of Congress is advisory only, and has 
no force or effect.’’ We must pass House 
Concurrent Resolution 30, and make 
certain that executive authority is 
kept clearly within the bounds of the 
Constitution.

f 

THE BUDGET, MEDICARE, AND 
SOCIAL SECURITY 

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am really here to talk today about the 
budget, Medicare, and social security. 
We have the opportunity to show the 
American people that we can work to-
gether and agree on a budget resolu-
tion. While it is important that we con-
tinue the effort to balance the budget, 
we need to ensure that programs that 
benefit the American people the most 
are protected and strengthened. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle keep talking about tax cuts, 
and all of us like to give tax cuts, but 
I do not want to do it at the expense of 
social security, Medicare, or the edu-
cational opportunities for our children. 

b 1030 

We cannot risk these valuable pro-
grams simply to give tax cuts. It is 
critical to have a budget that ensures 
national projects like the expansion of 
the Port of Houston in my district. The 

Port of Houston is important, not only 
to our Nation, but also locally because 
dredging the channel ensures safety for 
many of our residents. 

It is our responsibility to take the 
necessary steps to have a budget that 
saves and protects Medicare, Social Se-
curity, education and projects like the 
Port of Houston. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND 
ROBBERY 

(Mr. COOKSEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, Lenox 
Lewis may have been robbed in his re-
cent boxing match, but his experience 
is nothing compared to the robbery of 
the Social Security Trust Fund over 
the past 40 years. It is happening in 
broad daylight, and the robbers have 
nowhere to hide. It is time to stop the 
robbery. 

The Republican budget puts the So-
cial Security Trust Fund in a safe de-
posit box so that the plundering of the 
Trust Fund will stop. The President 
will have a hard time finding money to 
pay for the 85 new spending initiatives 
in his budget proposal. That is 85 new 
ways to make a mockery of the Social 
Security Trust Fund the way the Presi-
dent has proposed. 

The Republican budget, on the other 
hand, reserves 100 percent of the retire-
ment surplus for Social Security and 
Medicare. Mr. Speaker, my colleagues 
have heard that right. The Republican 
budget reserves 100 percent of the re-
tirement surplus for Social Security 
and Medicare. In fact, our budget puts 
aside more money for Social Security 
and Medicare than does the President’s 
budget. 

We cannot do anything about the 
Lenox Lewis rip-off, but we can put a 
stop to the robbery of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund that has been going on 
for too long. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, testimony 
by the Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector confirms that President Clin-
ton’s budget blows the roof off the bi-
partisan spending caps of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. He stated that the 
President’s budget will exceed those 
caps by $30 billion in the next fiscal 
year alone. 

The balanced budget agreement is 
under 2 years old, and the President 
simply cannot stop himself from spend-
ing more of one’s money. 

We already know that the Clinton 
budget included $108 billion in new 
taxes and fees and not a dime of broad-
based tax relief. On the spending side, 

we knew that the President proposed 
more than $200 billion in new domestic 
spending over the next 5 years, includ-
ing nearly 40 new mandatory programs 
and almost 80 new discretionary pro-
grams. 

Worse yet, first he said all of the sur-
plus should go to Social Security. Then 
he said 62 percent of the surplus should 
be saved for Social Security. Now it is 
clear that the President’s proposal uses 
even the off-budget Social Security 
surpluses for new domestic spending 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, we will pass a budget 
that provides more freedom to Amer-
ican families and, more importantly, 
will tell the truth to the American peo-
ple about what is in it. 

f 

DEMOCRATIC AND REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET DIFFERENCES 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican budget is deja vu all over 
again. Just like 4 years ago, the Repub-
lican leadership has concocted a budget 
that flies in the face of mainstream 
America. 

Their budget fails to extend the life 
of Medicare by even one day. Instead of 
strengthening this pillar of retirement 
security, the Republican budget lets 
Medicare spend itself into oblivion and 
collapse in the year 2008. It does not 
use one penny of the surplus to 
strengthen Medicare. But while Medi-
care burns, the Republican budget uses 
the surplus to give nearly $1 trillion in 
tax breaks for the wealthy. This is irre-
sponsible, and it is wrong. 

The Democratic budget reflects the 
priorities of the American people. First 
and foremost, it takes the high road 
and strengthens Medicare until 2018. It 
provides tax relief to working middle 
class families that need it most. Unlike 
the Republican plan, which fails to give 
48 million families any tax relief at all, 
the Democratic budget plan delivers 
tax relief and strengthens Medicare. 

The American people deserve a budg-
et that is responsible, that is fair. They 
do not need a double dose of deja vu. 
Let us strengthen Medicare, and let us 
give middle class families a tax cut. 

f 

REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC 
BUDGET DIFFERENCES 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have had a lot of talk today about the 
President’s budget. I have got to say it 
has got more phony numbers than their 
census sampling scheme, more misery 
than the Chinese money laundering 
scandal. 

Here is the basic difference between 
the Republican budget and the Demo-
crat budget. Republican budget saves 
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more money for Social Security. I 
think even a Democrat would admit 
that 100 percent is more than 62 per-
cent. 

We want to preserve 100 percent of 
Social Security. Democrats want to 
preserve 62 percent. On Medicare, we 
want to protect Medicare. The Presi-
dent’s budget cuts $9 billion from Medi-
care. 

Here is what I will say to any of my 
Democrat colleagues or anybody who is 
interested. I will send my colleagues 
the budget. I am going straight off the 
fact sheet here. I will send the budget 
to anybody who wants to debate that. 
It is probably not right to just accuse 
it without backing it up. I will back it 
up. 

Our budget enforces the balanced 
budget agreement which we had signed 
with the President 2 years ago. The 
President’s budget reneges on a prom-
ise, well nothing unusual about that 
for this administration, but $30 billion 
over that. 

Then, finally, we have a middle class 
tax cut, whereas the President calls for 
a tax increase. Three fundamental dif-
ferences; two approaches to govern-
ment. 

f 

INTERNET GUN TRAFFICKING ACT 

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, right now 
gun sales take place on the Internet 
with no checks and balances. An illegal 
gun dealer can simply have his name, 
address, and telephone number listed 
on a web site, making himself available 
for contact by an unlicensed gun pur-
chaser. These transactions can be exe-
cuted without being subjected to any 
Federal regulations. Most of these 
sales go on unbeknownst to Federal au-
thorities. 

We have to close this gun trafficking 
loophole on the Internet today; and 
today, that is precisely what I am 
doing. I am introducing the Gun Traf-
ficking Act of 1999. This legislation will 
place a licensed manufacturer or dealer 
between the seller and buyer. 

As a middle man, this licensed dealer 
will facilitate the gun sale and will 
ship the gun purchases to a licensed 
dealer in the buyer’s State. No longer 
will unlicensed dealers and buyers have 
a free reign and easy access on the 
Internet. 

I ask each Member of Congress to 
plug this deadly loophole. Vote for this 
important piece of legislation.

f 

MORE GOVERNMENT SPENDING OR 
RESPONSIBLE APPROACH TO SO-
CIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE 
CRISES 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, remem-
ber in 1996 when the President stood 
right up there and he said the era of 
big government is over? Remember 
that? Well, he proposed this year 80 
new spending programs. 

There are a number of folks, Demo-
crats on this side of the aisle, who 
would like to take the Social Security 
money and use it to increase govern-
ment spending, make the government 
bigger and more intrusive more than 
ever; and that is why Republicans are 
taking 100 percent of the retirement 
surplus and putting it into a safe de-
posit box for Social Security and Medi-
care. 

If my colleagues look at this chart, 
again, the President’s budget cuts $9 
billion from Medicare. It busts the 
budget caps by $30 billion and raises 
taxes by $172 billion. 

Republicans are trying to take 100 
percent of the retirement surplus and 
put it into a safe deposit box for Medi-
care and Social Security. The choice is 
clear. More Washington spending or a 
responsible approach to the coming So-
cial Security and Medicare crisis.

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1141, 1999 EMERGENCY 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 125 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 125

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1141) making 
emergency supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order 
against consideration of the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 4(c) of rule XIII or sec-
tion 302 or 306 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 are waived. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 
one hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Appropriations. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Points of order against provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI are waived. The amendment printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution may be offered only 
by a Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered as read, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against the amendment print-
ed in the report are waived. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-

cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
The chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may: (1) postpone until a time during further 
consideration in the Committee of the Whole 
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business, 
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of 
questions shall be 15 minutes. During consid-
eration of the bill, points of order against 
amendments for failure to comply with 
clause 2(e) of rule XXI or section 302(c) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). The gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. GOSS) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for purposes 
of debate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes of debate to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), my 
friend and colleague, pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 125 is an open 
rule providing for the consideration of 
H.R. 1141, a bill making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for fiscal 
year 1999. 

As we just heard from the Clerk, the 
rule description sounds technically 
complicated, but Members should keep 
in mind that this is an open rule which 
includes the waivers necessary to bring 
this matter to the attention of the 
House today and which allows the 
House to address the major issue of 
contention, offsets, in full and fair de-
bate. 

As to the specifics, the rule waives 
clause 4(c) of rule XIII, which requires 
the 3-day availability of printed hear-
ings on a general appropriations bill 
and sections 302 and 306 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act against consider-
ation of the bill. 

The waiver relating to section 302 of 
the Budget Act, which prohibits con-
sideration of the committee’s legisla-
tion providing new budget authority 
until that committee has filed its 
302(b) report and which also prohibits 
consideration of legislation providing 
new budget authority in excess of a 
subcommittee’s 302(b) allocation of 
such authority, are necessary because 
the Committee on Appropriations has 
not filed its final 302(b) suballocation 
report for FY 1999 and, since there are 
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no final suballocations, H.R. 1141 is 
technically considered to be in breach 
of existing suballocations. 

The waiver of section 306 is necessary 
because the emergency designations 
within H.R. 1141 are within the Budget 
Committee’s jurisdiction but were not 
reported by the Budget Committee. 

The rule provides one hour of general 
debate equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking member 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
and it provides that the bill be open to 
amendment by paragraph. 

The rule also waives clause 2 of rule 
XXI, prohibiting unauthorized appro-
priations or legislative provisions in a 
general appropriations bill and prohib-
iting nonemergency designated amend-
ments to an appropriations bill con-
taining an emergency designation. 

In addition, the rule provides special 
protection for an amendment printed 
in the Committee on Rules report if of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) or his designee. This allows 
the House to consider and vote upon 
the fundamental issue of offsets. That 
amendment shall be consider as read, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for a 
division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

The rule permits the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to grant pri-
ority in recognition to members who 
have caused their amendments to be 
preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD prior to their consideration. 
That is an option, not a requirement.

b 1045 

The rule also permits the Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the 
bill and to reduce the voting time to 5 
minutes on a postponed question if the 
vote follows a 15-minute vote. 

The rule provides waivers necessary 
to ensure a fair debate, specifically 
clause 2(E) of rule 21 and section 302(C) 
of the Congressional Budget Act for all 
amendments to the bill. 

Lastly, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

As I said, it sounds complicated but 
it is essentially an open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are a com-
passionate people, willing to respond 
with a helping hand when our friends 
and neighbors are in trouble, at home 
and abroad, or when suffering griev-
ously the consequences of disasters, as 
we have seen in the past year. H.R. 1141 
meets a series of needs related to the 
devastation caused in the fall of 1998 
when Hurricanes Georges and Mitch 
tore through the Caribbean and Central 
America with an intensity and vicious-
ness rarely seen in nature. 

The people of the Dominican Repub-
lic, Haiti, Honduras, and many of the 
Caribbean Islands are still trying to re-
build their lives and their livelihoods 

in the wake of these two brutal storms. 
Mother Nature struck again with a 
vengeance in January of this year 
when an earthquake rocked northern 
Colombia. These three catastrophic 
events together were responsible for at 
least 10,400 deaths, injuries to more 
than 17,000 people, three-and-a-quarter 
million people homeless or displaced, 
and an estimated financial cost of sev-
eral billion dollars. 

Here at home our farmers have been 
struggling with their own disastrous 
problems, stemming primarily from 
low crop commodity prices. This legis-
lation responds to those and other 
needs, and to the request of the admin-
istration that we move expeditiously 
toward releasing necessary funding, by 
providing a total of $1.3 billion in fiscal 
year 1999 spending. 

I would note that we expect the Con-
gress to exercise its oversight in the 
expenditure of the funds in this bill, to 
ensure that the relief gets to those in 
need and does not get sidetracked or 
diverted by bureaucratic or other sna-
fus. I am specifically thinking about 
the people of Haiti and the very real 
concerns I have about the stability of 
Haiti’s infrastructure and the misery 
that exists upon the Haitian people in 
Haiti. I will certainly be watching 
closely, and I know others will as well, 
to see that the money gets to those 
who need it and where it was intended 
to go. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does something 
else that is very important. It provides 
the offsets for nearly all the spending 
it outlines. Why is this important? It 
signals that we are committed to 
changing the way business is done in 
Washington, to living within our 
means, and to making the choices nec-
essary to ensure that we never again 
allow this government to spend our 
children into deficits and red ink. 

In the bad old days of soaring deficits 
it used to be common practice to slap 
the label of ‘‘emergency’’ on a grab bag 
of spending items in order to cir-
cumvent the spending constraints. 
Well, things have changed. Even 
though the administration is willing to 
call most of the items in this bill emer-
gency-related to avoid the offsets, our 
majority has ensured the bill is more 
than 90 percent offset, and they deserve 
a lot of credit, paid for with rescissions 
from the lower priority programs and 
accounts with as yet unspent funds. 
This is a question of prioritizing needs. 

The one piece of this bill that is truly 
defined as emergency spending is the 
payment for monies already spent to 
cover the costs of deployment of our 
military resources in the immediate 
aftermath of these three disasters; the 
ready response, as it were; the life-
saving missions that were undertaken 
by our military. 

Mr. Speaker, the rules of the budg-
eting game are vague and imprecise. 
They provide cover for too much spend-

ing, in my view. Yet my good friend, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, made the extra effort 
in crafting this compassionate bill, 
which takes the extra step of respon-
sibly paying for the bulk of its spend-
ing. 

It is my hope that down the road 
when we discuss reforming our budget 
process, and we will, because we have 
introduced legislation, we will make 
some changes to the current rules to 
assist in these efforts in the future; 
changes that would better define what 
we mean when we say emergency, and 
that would establish a rainy day re-
serve fund to better plan ahead for true 
emergency situations. We know they 
are going to happen. 

In the interim, as we proceed with 
H.R. 1141, I know that there will be de-
bate about the policy of offsetting any 
or even all of the spending in this bill, 
and that is a legitimate debate for us 
to have, and that is why we have pro-
vided this rule before us today, which 
allows for that discussion and ensures 
that all Members will have a chance to 
be heard. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this fair, open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I want to thank my friend, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
GOSS), for yielding the time to me. 

This is an open rule. It will allow 
consideration of H.R. 1141, which as we 
have heard is a bill making emergency 
and nonemergency supplemental ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1999. As my 
colleague has described, this rule pro-
vides for 1 hour of general debate to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

The bill contains urgently needed 
money to repair the damage in Central 
America and the Caribbean caused by 
Hurricanes Mitch and Georges. The 
money will be used to repair hospitals, 
schools, roads and sanitation services. 
The money will also provide emergency 
financial assistance to Jordan in sup-
port of the Wye River Peace Accords 
between Israel and the Palestinian Au-
thority. 

The bill also contains nonemergency 
funding, including $3 million for the 
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom to fight re-
ligious persecution around the world.

Unfortunately, the bill cuts impor-
tant international programs in an ef-
fort to provide offsets for most of the 
new funding. For example, the bill cuts 
$150 million from a program to safe-
guard weapons-grade uranium and plu-
tonium in Russia. 

The bill also makes numerous cuts in 
international assistance programs. As 
a whole, the bill would constitute a net 
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reduction in U.S. foreign affairs spend-
ing, a reduction which, according to 
the administration, would seriously 
undermine America’s capacity to pur-
sue its foreign policy objectives and 
promote our economic security. 

The rule permits amendments under 
the 5-minute rule, which is the normal 
amending process in the House. Though 
this is an open rule, many potential 
amendments would not be in order be-
cause the House has not completed the 
budget process. 

The Committee on Rules did make in 
order an amendment by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing Democrat on the Committee on Ap-
propriations, which would eliminate 
some of the cuts in international pro-
grams. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBEY) is a 
needed improvement and I hope House 
Members will support it, and I want to 
thank the Republican majority for 
making this amendment in order. 

I regret, though, that the Committee 
on Rules failed to make in order an 
amendment that I proposed to free $575 
million in previously appropriated 
funds as a downpayment on the dues 
the United States owes the United Na-
tions. I am embarrassed that the 
world’s greatest superpower is also the 
world’s biggest deadbeat. 

The United Nations plays a critical 
role in diffusing international tensions 
and providing a forum where nations 
can fight with words and not with 
bombs. The U.N.’s peacekeeping efforts 
have saved uncounted lives by averting 
war. Its food and health programs have 
saved many more lives. 

Paying our dues is a simple matter of 
keeping our word. We owe this money, 
and if we do not pay it, there is a very 
good potential, a very good chance that 
we will lose our vote in the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly. That is an emergency, 
and that is why House Members should 
have an opportunity to vote on paying 
our U.N. dues, back dues, through this 
emergency foreign aid package. 

In the last few years our U.N. dues 
payment has been blocked by abortion 
opponents who are holding up the 
money in order to force restrictions on 
U.S. international family planning as-
sistance. The resulting stalemate has 
stopped both family planning assist-
ance money and U.N. back dues pay-
ments. I am pro-life, and I count the 
leaders of the pro-life movement in the 
House among my close friends, but I do 
not believe the U.N. dues should be 
held hostage to votes on abortion and 
family planning. 

It is time to put an end to this game 
and pay our debt. This amendment 
that I offered in the Committee on 
Rules was defeated on a straight party 
line vote of 6 to 4. I did receive assur-
ances, though, from the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
that payment of U.N. dues was impor-

tant and that he would examine other 
options in the future. I am encouraged 
by this promise. I intend to work with 
my Committee on Rules colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle until a solution 
can be found to break the U.N. dues 
logjam. 

I am disappointed that we cannot 
deal with the question of our U.N. dues 
back payment now. It is an emergency 
and it requires our immediate atten-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I heard a lot of speeches in this 
House about the crucial need to protect 
American families with the National 
Missile Defense System. Frankly, it is 
a concept I support. I heard a lot of 
speeches about the threat of nuclear 
missiles launched against the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, that is exactly why I 
am so amazed and disappointed that 
this bill, less than 1 week after those 
very speeches, eliminates crucial funds 
designed to stop the nonproliferation of 
nuclear bomb grade materials in Rus-
sia. Specifically, this measure would 
cut $150 million that, as we speak, is 
being used to develop an agreement be-
tween Russia and the United States 
that would take 50 tons of plutonium, 
50 tons of plutonium, and make it un-
usable for nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, 50 tons of plutonium is 
enough nuclear material to build as 
many as 20,000 nuclear bombs. That is 
20,000 nuclear bombs that could be put 
on missiles and aimed toward the 
United States, or 20,000 nuclear bombs 
that could be hidden in a truck and 
detonated in any American city, 20,000 
nuclear bombs that terrorists and 
thugs across the world would pay any 
price to get their hands on. 

According to the chief American ne-
gotiator in these ongoing negotiations 
with Russia, according to that nego-
tiator, this bill could cause Russia to 
walk away from these crucial anti-pro-
liferation negotiations. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know there is se-
rious economic instability in Russia. 
We all know that there is a serious 
presence of organized crime in Russia. 
We all know that there are terrorists 
throughout the world that would do 
anything to get their hands on even 1 
percent of this 50 tons of plutonium 
and use that to build weapons that 
could be used against American serv-
icemen and women abroad or against 
American families in their own homes, 
in their own hometowns. 

There is no logic, absolutely no logic, 
to spending billions of dollars for a Na-
tional Missile Defense System and then 
at the very same time stopping a proc-

ess that could prevent the potential de-
velopment of tens of thousands of nu-
clear weapons. This action would give 
new meaning to the term ‘‘penny-wise 
and pound-foolish.’’ 

Now, proponents of this proposed $150 
million cut allege it will not under-
mine our nonproliferation negotiations 
with Russia. That is what they allege. 
Well, that is not what the American 
negotiator says. That is not what the 
Russian negotiator said, and said as 
late as yesterday to a number of Mem-
bers of the House. That is not what the 
Republican author of this crucial fund-
ing says, and that is not what the Sec-
retary of Energy said, the former U.N. 
Ambassador, who has ultimate respon-
sibility for these ongoing nonprolifera-
tion debates. 

Let me quote Secretary Richardson, 
the Secretary of Energy, when he said 
in a letter dated today, ‘‘Such a reduc-
tion would have severe consequences,’’ 
severe consequences, ‘‘for the ongoing 
negotiations of pursuit of a bilateral 
agreement with Russia on disposing of 
enough plutonium to make tens of 
thousands of nuclear weapons. To now 
withdraw this earnest money would be 
to call into question U.S. reliability. 
Russia may well perceive such a with-
drawal as a breach of good faith. With-
drawing this money would severely set 
back and might even bring a halt to 
our constructive discussions on this 
important nonproliferation and na-
tional security issue.’’ 

He goes on to say that, ‘‘The U.S. has 
also been working closely with the 
international community to gain com-
mitments for additional support for the 
Russian plutonium dispossession effort. 
These potential donors would perceive 
a reduction in available U.S. funds as a 
dilution of our leadership and resolve 
and our leverage would be drastically 
undercut.’’ 

b 1100 
Mr. Speaker, we should do the pru-

dent thing today. We should send this 
bill back to committee and have it 
withdrawn, have the provisions with-
drawn that would basically put a great-
er risk on American servicemen and 
women abroad and American families 
right at home. 

No Member would have the intent to 
harm any serviceman or woman or not 
a single person in this country. But I 
would suggest that, despite the best of 
intentions, if we listen to the nego-
tiators, we listen to the experts in-
volved in these nonproliferation de-
bates, this measure today and this un-
wise, difficult, terrible cut could put at 
risk our negotiations and, most impor-
tantly, millions of Americans all 
across this land of ours. 

Let us do the right thing. Let us send 
this bill back to committee. And if 
that fails, let us vote for the Obey 
amendment that takes out this unwise 
and dangerous and I hope and pray not 
catastrophic proposal.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BENTSEN). 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, the ma-
jority on the Committee on Rules 
chose not to make in order an amend-
ment that I intend to offer today which 
would prohibit the commissioner of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice from releasing any criminal aliens 
who are currently detained by the INS 
and are subject to deportation per the 
1996 Immigration Reform Act. 

The reason that this amendment is 
necessary is, in January of this year 
the INS, in an internal communication 
with its regional directors, put out a 
memorandum which stated that be-
cause of lack of detention space they 
were going to start releasing criminal 
aliens who would otherwise be subject 
to deportation. Now, among these indi-
viduals are people who were convicted 
in U.S. courts of felonies such as as-
sault, drug violations and the like. 

This is also a situation where pre-
vious Congresses have provided funding 
increases for the INS, $3.5 billion, in-
cluding $750 million for detention. The 
INS has subsequently reversed this pol-
icy. But the fact remains that has been 
the policy of the INS, and this Con-
gress should take steps to try and ad-
dress it. 

Now, it is disappointing that the 
Committee on Rules chose not to make 
this in order. We all know that the sup-
plemental appropriations bill ulti-
mately, once it is negotiated out with 
the administration, will pass. And I 
think it is important that Congress 
send a message to the INS that they 
are not to conduct this activity. 

I think many of us are familiar in 
our own districts, when the States 
have gone into releasing otherwise vio-
lent criminals for space needs, the pub-
lic outcry that has occurred. I think 
the same would occur if the Federal 
Government, of which we are the stew-
ards, is allowed to release criminal 
aliens who are subject to deportation. 

So I have an amendment that was 
filed that would prohibit the INS from 
doing this. I realize it is subject to a 
point of order. I do intend to offer the 
amendment this afternoon. I would 
hope that Members will take a look at 
it, because I do not think Members 
want to be on record in endorsing this 
misguided INS policy. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER) chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very strong support of this rule and of 
the underlying supplemental appro-
priations bill. 

It is an open rule. And while I am 
sorry that we were unable to provide 

waivers to all the Members who wanted 
them for their individual amendments, 
I do believe that we will have a chance 
for a free and open debate here, which 
is exactly what this calls for. 

The major thrust of this supple-
mental appropriations bill is to deal 
with a very serious crisis, and it is a 
crisis. I just upstairs met with one of 
the top executives with Dole Food who 
was telling me about the situation in 
Honduras, how they as a company 
stepped in and tried to provide much-
needed relief. 

We know that literally thousands of 
people lost their lives and over 30,000 
people have been left homeless, and the 
numbers go on and on and on, from 
Hurricane Mitch. And we have been 
waiting to try and put together this 
package of assistance. I am very proud, 
as an American citizen, that we can 
step up and help our very good friends 
at this important time of need. 

We, as a Nation, have had a constant 
interest in Central America. My friend 
from Sanibel, Florida (Mr. GOSS) and I 
have on several occasions visited Cen-
tral America and we know that the tre-
mendous strides that they have made 
toward political pluralism are impor-
tant to recognize. Unfortunately, they 
faced this horrible catastrophe. And 
while this is a great deal of money, it 
is I believe very, very important for us 
as a society to step up to the plate and 
provide this much-needed assistance to 
our neighbors. 

As we know, these dollars are offset 
within the guidelines that the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) has 
put forward, and I commend him for 
that, and I think that it is in fact the 
responsible and right thing for us to 
do. And so I hope my colleagues will 
join in strong support of not only this 
rule but this very important legisla-
tion.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks, and that I may include tabular 
and extraneous material on the bill 
(H.R. 1141) making emergency supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1999, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

1999 EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 125 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1141. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1141) 
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. PEASE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as 
having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the supplemental ap-
propriations bill that we present today 
was requested by the President of the 
United States several weeks ago to re-
spond to the disaster in Central Amer-
ica, Honduras and Nicaragua specifi-
cally, as well as the earthquake dam-
age in Colombia. 

Actually, the bill has been fairly well 
discussed during consideration of the 
rule, but I think it is appropriate that 
we point out that this bill reflects a 
humanitarian reaction to a terrible 
disaster in our own part of the world. 

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, 
this Congress and the administration 
spent billions of dollars in attempting 
to keep Fidel Castro and his friends in 
the Kremlin from exporting com-
munism all over that area. We were 
very successful, and we helped our 
friends develop democratic forms of 
government. With the exception of 
Cuba, we currently have democratic 
governments throughout these regions. 
They are our friends, and they are our 
neighbors, and it is appropriate that we 
respond to them in their time of need. 

As soon as the disaster occurred, 
American troops were sent to the re-
gion. They pulled children out of flood 
waters. They pulled people out of mud-
swept homes. They did many, many 
things to save lives and to bring sani-
tary conditions to the region. 

So what we are trying to do with this 
bill, as requested by the President, and 
he did not request all of it, I will have 
to admit, and we will talk about that 
later; he did not request the offsets 
that we use to pay for this bill, but the 
President did request that we provide 
$152 million for our own agricultural 
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programs here at home, which we have 
done. The President requested that we 
provide funding for Central America, 
which we have done. 

The President also requested that we 
provide a payment to Jordan, one of 
our greatest allies in the Middle East 
and an ally that is very important to 
peace in the region. We did provide the 
$100 million for Jordan, but again we 
offset this $100 million. 

We also replaced $195 million for the 
Defense Department to pay them for 
the expenses involved in actually re-
sponding initially as a 911 force to this 
terrible disaster. Now, we took consid-
erable time to determine the appro-
priate offsets to pay for these bills. 

As I said, we did not offset the $195 
million for the Department of Defense. 
That was a true emergency. They were 
truly responding to that emergency. 
They saved lives. They helped people 
bring their lives back together. They 
brought sanitary conditions. They 
brought water that could be consumed. 
They repaired hospital facilities. They 
made medical care available. And we 
are not suggesting that we think we 
should offset these funds, but we do off-
set everything else. 

The $100 million for Jordan I wanted 
to mention specifically because I said 

the bill was what the President asked 
for. Actually, the President asked for 
the entire Wye River commitment that 
he made when the Wye River agree-
ments were reached. He asked for all of 
that to be done in this bill, and we did 
not do that. The reason is that we 
think that the part of the Wye River 
agreement that relates to Israel and 
the Palestinian Organization should be 
handled in the regular order as we go 
through the FY 2000 appropriations 
bills. But because of the death of King 
Hussein and the important role that he 
played and the establishment of the 
new kingdom and the new king, his 
son, King Abdullah, we thought it 
would be appropriate to move expedi-
tiously to show a sign of support for 
Jordan. 

The President requested $300 million 
in that account, $100 million in FY 1999 
funds and $200 million in advanced 
funding. We provide in this bill the $100 
million for Jordan. We do not provide 
the advanced funding. Again, we be-
lieve that should be taken up and con-
sidered as we go through the regular 
order in the FY 2000 appropriation 
bills. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to expedite 
this bill. The monies that we will ap-
propriate today will not go from our 

Government to another government. 
Because of the oversight responsibil-
ities that the Congress has, and the 
Committee on Appropriations specifi-
cally, we do have an obligation to our 
taxpayers to make sure that any 
money that we appropriate is spent the 
way that we intend it to be spent. 

And so these funds will be appro-
priated into a special fund that will be 
administered by our own Government 
for the contracts awarded to replace 
the bridges or to help rebuild schools 
or to reconstruct roads or to do the 
many things that we will help our 
friends and neighbors. The contracts 
will be awarded on a competitive basis 
or negotiated basis and then the con-
tracts will be paid for from the fund 
that we create, from the fund that we 
maintain control over and the fund 
that we have complete oversight over. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, this is a sum-
mary of the bill. I know we will have 
some discussions on some of the other 
aspects of this bill and especially the 
offsets, but that is basically what the 
bill does. 

At this point in the RECORD I would 
like to insert a table showing the de-
tails of the bill. 

(The table follows.)
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self 91⁄2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to be able 

to rise in support of this bill but I can-
not, and I owe the House an expla-
nation why. 

At the beginning of this year we were 
told by the new House leadership that 
there would be a change in the way 
that leadership operated from last 
year, in that there would be less polit-
ical interference from party leadership 
in committee decisions on substantive 
matters. But on the first major sub-
stantive bill before us in this session 
affecting the budget, we see a reversion 
to what happened last year. 

The budget rules allow for the Con-
gress to pass emergency legislation 
when emergencies occur. Under that 
right, the administration sent down a 
supplemental request which tried to re-
spond to the largest natural disaster in 
this century in Central America, and 
the administration also asked for some 
additional help to deal with the fact 
that farm prices have slid into oblivion 
for many commodities. 

b 1115 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), the chairman of the com-
mittee, originally was going to bring to 
the committee a proposal which would 
have had bipartisan support. I would 
certainly have supported it, and I 
think the administration would have, 
too. That approach recognized that the 
administration was responding to le-
gitimate emergencies. But shortly be-
fore our committee put together the 
bill which it brought to the House 
floor, the committee leadership was or-
dered by the Republican leadership in 
the House to delete the emergency des-
ignation for domestic programs and to 
require offsets in order to finance those 
programs on a nonemergency basis. 

Members will be told that those off-
sets provide no harm and that most of 
that money was not going to be spent, 
anyway. That is simply not the case. I 
will therefore be offering an amend-
ment that eliminates what I consider 
to be the four most reckless elements 
that the majority party has used to 
pay for this emergency supplemental. 
Let me walk through what they are. 

First, the committee rescinded $648 
million in callable capital to the inter-
national financial institutions. Now, 
callable capital is not spent. It simply 
serves to assure that the full faith and 
credit of participating countries stand 
behind the international financial in-
stitutions in the loans that they make 
to stabilize the economies of countries 
upon whom we rely as export markets. 
The Congress has never before in the 
history of these financial institutions 
rescinded previously obligated callable 
capital. I think their doing so at this 
time could cause great harm. 

Secretary of the Treasury Rubin, in a 
letter to us on this issue, described this 
action as an ill-advised step which car-
ries major risks and should be reversed. 
His letter goes on to say that the high-
er borrowing costs and reduced capital 
flows to the developing countries that 
could result from this proposal would 
only hinder growth and recovery in the 
developing world which in turn would 
hurt U.S. farmers, workers and busi-
nesses. He then goes on to say that the 
President’s senior advisers would rec-
ommend a veto if this provision stays 
in the bill. I am confident the Presi-
dent would veto this proposition as it 
stands. 

The text of the letter from Secretary 
Rubin is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
WASHINGTON, DC, 

March 23, 1999. 
Hon. DAVID R. OBEY, 
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DAVE: I am very concerned that the 

House is considering rescinding previously 
appropriated and subscribed funds for call-
able capital of three multilateral develop-
ment banks (MDBs) in order to provide budg-
et authority offsets for the FY 1999 emer-
gency supplemental budget request. I strong-
ly believe that such a step is ill-advised, car-
ries with it major risks, and should be re-
versed as this legislation moves forward. 

Fundamentally, what is at risk is the 
standing of these institutions in the inter-
national capital markets. That standing, and 
the Triple A credit rating these MDBs have 
earned, are directly a function of the support 
provided to the institutions by their major 
shareholders. Indeed, we understand that in 
their annual assessments of the financial 
condition of the MDBs, the rating agencies 
consider the presence of appropriated or im-
mediately available callable capital sub-
scriptions as a key factor. 

The rescission of funds appropriated to pay 
for U.S. callable capital could be perceived 
as a significant reduction in U.S. political 
support for the institutions and their bor-
rowers and could lead to a serious market re-
assessment of the likely U.S. response to a 
call on MDB capital should one ever occur. 
In these circumstances, the borrowing costs 
of the MDBs could increase as a result of this 
proposal. In addition, a ratings downgrade is 
a possibility. A downgrade would lead to 
even greater borrowing costs for the institu-
tions, which costs would then need to be 
passed on to the developing countries the 
MDBs are mandated to help. 

An increase in the borrowing costs of the 
Banks could also reduce their net income. 
Net income is a key source of funding for 
concessional programs such as the Heavily 
Indebted Poor Countries Initiative and the 
International Development Association, and 
any loss of such funding from net income un-
doubtedly would increase the demand to fund 
these programs from scarce bilateral re-
sources or, in the absence of such action, 
would reduce concessional loans to devel-
oping countries. Ultimately, the higher bor-
rowing costs and reduced capital flows to the 
developing countries that could result from 
this proposal would only hinder growth and 
recovery in the developing world, which in 
turn would hurt U.S. farmers, workers and 
businesses. This is evidenced by the fact that 
before the recent crisis, the developing world 
absorbed over 40 percent of U.S. exports. 

Some have cited a 1994 rescission as a 
precedent for this proposal. The 1994 action 
and the current proposal are not analogous. 
In 1994, the U.S. had not subscribed the paid-
in and callable capital which were rescinded. 
The current proposal, however, would reach 
back to capital to which we have formally 
subscribed and on the basis of which we have 
exercised voting rights for many years. This 
proposal has rightly become a concern of the 
markets. 

I hope you will agree with me, Mr. Chair-
man, that the proposal is to rescind appro-
priated and subscribed U.S. callable capital 
of the MDBs would raise questions in the 
markets about U.S. commitment to the 
MDBs and could have negative consequences 
beyond the current budgetary horizon for the 
developing world and our economy. As OMB 
Director Jack Lew has already informed the 
Committee, if the supplemental bill is pre-
sented to the President with this and the 
other objectionable offsets included, the 
President’s senior advisers would rec-
ommend a veto. I would be happy to discuss 
this matter with you further. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT E. RUBIN, 

Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment will also do a number of other 
things. First of all, this bill also makes 
some reductions in PL–480, agriculture 
funds, and it eliminates $25 million in 
funding for the Export-Import Bank 
war chest. Again, Members will be told 
by the committee that this money was 
largely not going to be spent and, 
therefore, will create no harm. I would 
point out that the war chest money in 
the Export-Import Bank is never sup-
posed to be spent. It is there as a visi-
ble warning to our trading partners 
that if they artificially subsidize their 
corporations in order to steal markets 
from us overseas, that we will retaliate 
by doing the same things in support of 
our American businesses. We should 
not be reducing the number of arrows 
in that quiver. I would also point out 
that the tiny amount of money which 
is saved by cutting PL–480 funds will be 
blown away by the added money that 
we will be asked to appropriate in di-
rect assistance to our farmers because 
of what has happened with farm prices. 
And the PL–480 actions will reduce our 
ability to help our farmers through ex-
ports. We should not do that, either. 

The last item which I will try to cor-
rect in my amendment goes to what I 
view as the most egregious and reck-
less of the recommendations in this 
supplemental. We have presently avail-
able $525 million to be used for the 
United States to take plutonium and 
uranium from Russia and to convert it 
from weapons grade material into ma-
terial which is not weapons grade. Mr. 
Primakov is about to sign a $325 mil-
lion uranium agreement with the 
United States Government. That is in-
tensely in the interest of the United 
States. We need to take from the Rus-
sians every ounce of weapons grade 
uranium and plutonium that we can 
possibly get our hands on so that that 
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does not continue to be at risk of fall-
ing into the hands of the wrong people 
around the world. 

In addition to the uranium agree-
ment which Mr. Primakov is supposed 
to sign, last fall Senators DOMENICI, 
STEVENS and BYRD and I and Mr. LIV-
INGSTON agreed to insert $200 million 
into the budget last fall in order to 
help restart negotiations with the Rus-
sians on a parallel agreement to also 
purchase plutonium from the Russians 
so that they do not continue to have 
that plutonium in their country avail-
able for use in nuclear weapons. That is 
enough plutonium to create anywhere 
from 15 to 25,000 nuclear warheads. I do 
not think we have any business putting 
at risk the start-up of those negotia-
tions by taking that money off the 
table. 

Now, Members again will be told by 
the majority that this money is not 
supposed to be spent this year, anyway. 
I know that. We all know that. But the 
money was put on the table so that the 
Russians would understand it would be 
immediately available once we reach 
agreement with them on that pluto-
nium agreement. It seems to me that, 
well, all I can tell Members is that our 
negotiators again as well as the Sec-
retary of Energy tells us, quote, that 
withdrawing this money would se-
verely set back and might even bring 
to a halt our constructive discussions 
on this important nonproliferation and 
national security issue. 

The text of the letter from Secretary 
Richardson is as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY, 
WASHINGTON, DC, 

March 24, 1999. 
Hon. CHET EDWARDS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE EDWARDS: I am 
writing to express my concern about the pro-
posed rescission of $150 million from the $525 
million provided by the Fiscal Year 1999 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriation to 
implement fissile material reduction agree-
ments with Russia. Since the Department of 
Energy has already negotiated an agreement 
with Russia to purchase uranium for $325 
million, the entire cut would have to come 
from the $200 million appropriated to dispose 
of Russian plutonium. Such a reduction 
would have severe consequences for the on-
going negotiations in pursuit of a bilateral 
agreement with Russia on disposing of 
enough plutonium to make tens of thousands 
of nuclear weapons. It could also severely 
impact the wide range of cooperative non-
proliferation engagement underway and 
planned in Russia, including efforts to pro-
tect, control, and account for weapons-usa-
ble nuclear material and to prevent the 
flight of weapons scientists to countries of 
proliferation concern. 

Department of Energy officials on the plu-
tonium disposition negotiating team have 
witnessed first-hand the beneficial impact 
these funds have made; my own interactions 
with my counterparts reinforce how crucial 
the availability of these funds is to the Rus-
sian approach to plutonium disposition. 
Thanks to this dramatic gesture, the Rus-
sians have become significantly more coop-
erative in working on the specifics of a bilat-

eral agreement. Our recent discussions have 
resulted in a commonality of vision on the 
content, structure, and timing of this agree-
ment. 

The availability of these funds has dem-
onstrated that the U.S. is serious about help-
ing Russia implement the agreement once it 
is completed, by helping design and con-
struct key infrastructure in Russia to safely 
and securely dispose of weapons plutonium. 
To now withdraw this ‘‘earnest money’’ 
would be to call into question U.S. reli-
ability. Russia may well perceive such a 
withdrawal as a breach of good faith. With-
drawing this money would severely set 
back—and might even bring a halt to—our 
constructive discussions on this important 
nonproliferation and national security issue. 

The U.S. has also been working closely 
with the international community to gain 
commitments for additional support to the 
Russian plutonium disposition effort. These 
potential donors would perceive a reduction 
in available U.S. funds as a dilution of our 
leadership and resolve, and our leverage 
would be drastically undercut. 

In the absence of a bilateral agreement 
with Russia committing them to near-term 
action to dispose of weapons plutonium, and 
without international support for Russian 
disposition activities, Russia could be ex-
pected to place this material in storage for 
several decades and ultimately use it in 
breeder reactors to fabricate yet more pluto-
nium. This outcome leaves this weapons ma-
terial at continued risk of theft or diversion 
for years to come. 

In such a circumstance, continuation of 
the U.S. plutonium disposition program 
would be unwise. The U.S. plutonium rep-
resents our best lever to urge Russia towards 
near-term disposition. Disposing of our ma-
terial unilaterally would place us at a stra-
tegic disadvantage with Russia, and the De-
partment has stated that we will not proceed 
with construction of U.S. facilities in the ab-
sence of a U.S.-Russian agreement. 

We urge that the House maintain the com-
mitment to U.S. nonproliferation goals by 
striking this rescission. 

Yours sincerely, 
BILL RICHARDSON. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, under the 
circumstances, I do not believe that we 
should be taking these actions. If we 
reach agreement, the cost will be far 
more than the amount of money now 
available. We will have to appropriate 
more money, not less. I do not know of 
any responsible person who would not 
think that that is the right thing to do, 
because we make the world safer from 
the standpoint of nuclear weapons. 

So I will be offering an amendment 
to delete those four items from the bill, 
and if it is not adopted, I would urge 
Members to oppose this bill on final 
passage.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
for the very thoughtful remarks that 
he has made. I understand his problem. 
We worked together to try to develop a 
bill that would be bipartisan in nature, 
and we hope before it is over that that 
is the way it will be. But we have the 
problem of dealing with all of those 
who lead our government saying that 

we must live within the budget caps as 
established in 1997. That is not going to 
be easy. If anyone has heartburn over 
this small number of offsets, just wait 
till we start bringing the fiscal year 
2000 appropriation bills on the floor, be-
cause there is going to be major heart-
burn then if we are going to live within 
the 1997 budget caps.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), the very distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. When I was in the State Sen-
ate, George Wallace was the Governor 
of the State of Alabama. He was a pop-
ulist but he had a way and a manner in 
which to deliver a message. George 
Wallace called it ‘‘getting the hay 
down where the goats could get to it.’’ 

Let me give my colleagues a simple 
explanation of where we are today. 
First of all, there was a horrible dis-
aster that occurred in Central Amer-
ica, our neighbors to the south. There 
was a hue and cry from the American 
people to assist those people who were 
begging for assistance. We sent our De-
fense Department down there. We sent 
private volunteer organizations. We 
sent USAID down there. They did a re-
markable job and they did an assess-
ment of the needs for these people who 
have been so devastated by this Hurri-
cane Mitch. 

So the President, after an assessment 
of this, sent Congress a message, and 
he said, Mr. Congressman and Mrs. 
Congressman, would you please con-
sider giving us $950 million in order 
that we could help these people. 

During this 3 or 4 weeks that we have 
been pondering over this, not one Mem-
ber of Congress has come to me and 
said, ‘‘Do not help the people of Latin 
America.’’ Not one American has called 
me on the phone or one Alabamian has 
said, ‘‘Sonny, don’t help those poor 
people in Nicaragua and Honduras.’’ In-
stead, they said help the people. 

So then the Congress started mulling 
over this, and they decided: Wait a 
minute. Are we just going to give the 
administration nearly $1 billion and let 
them run and spend it anywhere they 
want? Are we going to permit them to 
give this to any government and let a 
government possibly squander it? 

And we imposed checks and balances 
by taking the money out of the hands 
of the administrators and putting it in 
a separate fund. The separate fund is 
there to only be used, not for govern-
ment-government transfers but to as-
sist the people that have been so dev-
astated. There is a check and balance 
there. We offset any concern that any 
Member of Congress had about the pos-
sibility of some foreign government 
wasting this money. It is the respon-
sible thing to do. 
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The gentleman from Wisconsin is 

correct. The budget resolution says we 
do not need to offset this money. But 
there are some very responsible Mem-
bers of this Congress who feel dif-
ferently, and they, too, came to us, far 
in advance, and they said: Mr. Chair-
man YOUNG, Mr. CALLAHAN, we are not 
going to vote for this bill unless there 
are offsets. They said: We want to save 
Social Security. We want to save Medi-
care. We want to pay down the na-
tional debt. And if you indeed take this 
money without offsetting it, we are 
going to be dipping into those funds. 
The leadership told us, ‘‘Find a way to 
do this.’’ 

We found a way to do it. We used a 
callable capital account, a callable cap-
ital account that has billions of dollars 
sitting in it. And we took a portion of 
that appropriated callable capital ac-
count and we used it to offset these ex-
penditures that are going to take place 
in helping the people of Central and 
South America. 

What is wrong with that? Secretary 
Rubin, who probably is one of the most 
knowledgeable people of international 
finance that I have ever met, and I 
have great respect for him. He knows 
more about international finance than 
probably anybody in this House or 
probably anybody in the entire Con-
gress, House and Senate. But, never-
theless, I think Secretary Rubin would 
agree with me privately, if no other 
way, that this is not going to injure 
the callable capital account one iota. 
We are reducing the callable capital ac-
count 5 percent. We are not telling 
these multilateral development banks 
that we are not going to still be obli-
gated in the event that they may get 
into some financial dilemma. 

The United States is not the only 
country that contributes to these ac-
counts. We only account for 16 percent. 
That means if a multilateral develop-
ment bank comes and says to the par-
ticipants in that bank that we need to 
call up appropriated capital, we need to 
call up capital that is callable under 
the agreement, they have to go to 
other countries and get $84 of every 
$100. We only put up $16. So theoreti-
cally, even with the removal of this 
callable capital as we are suggesting 
today, the callable capital account still 
would have $150 billion available to it if 
they needed to call on it. 

I urge Members to support the bill as 
written.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
who is the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the full committee for yielding this 
time to me and for his leadership in 

bringing another proposal to the floor 
today which would eliminate the off-
sets that the Republican majority in-
sists upon. I want to commend the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG); This is, I believe, the first bill 
he is bringing to the floor, and of 
course I acknowledge my distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN). 

From the start, Mr. Chairman, I 
thought that this would be an easy 
vote, that we would recognize the 
emergency nature of what happened in 
Central America and that we would 
proceed without an offset. That was 
the understanding I had from our dis-
tinguished chairman, and then other 
voices weighed in, and here we are in 
conflict today. 

Mr. Chairman, I would contend that 
if a natural disaster, the likes of which 
we have never seen in this hemisphere, 
taking thousands of lives, hundreds of 
thousands of homes, maybe millions, 
and hundreds of thousands and millions 
of people out of work, wiping out the 
economies of these countries is not an 
emergency, I do not know what is. The 
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee cited the 1997 budget agreement 
and said that there are caps within 
that agreement that we must live 
under. However, that same budget 
agreement does call for emergencies 
not to be scored; no need for offsets in 
case of an emergency. If the worst nat-
ural disaster in the history of the west-
ern hemisphere does not warrant emer-
gency funding, we might as well scrap 
the whole concept of emergency fund-
ing. 

My distinguished chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), 
references our Secretary of the Treas-
ury and says that the Secretary knows 
more about international finance than 
anyone in this body, and I hope that 
that is so. But nonetheless, the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama does 
not respect the advice of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, when the Secretary 
says that it is reckless for us to use the 
callable capital at the Asian Develop-
ment Bank as an offset what Mr. CAL-
LAHAN thinks the Secretary would tell 
him personally is not what the Sec-
retary said on the record in our com-
mittee and in a letter to the President 
where he recommended a veto of this 
legislation if the callable capital offset 
was included in the final package. That 
is why, and there are many other rea-
sons why, it is so important for the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to prevail today. 

I certainly rise to support the rec-
ommendations in the bill for emer-
gency disasters and reconstruction as-
sistance in Central America, the Carib-
bean and Colombia. Hurricane Mitch, 
as we have said, was a terrible devasta-
tion causing an estimated $10 billion in 

damage, and, as I said, thousands of 
deaths. The event, along with the ear-
lier Hurricane Georges in the Carib-
bean and the more recent earthquake 
in Colombia have brought this request 
for emergency assistance before us, and 
I am pleased that the committee has 
recommended funding the full request. 
I am dismayed, however, by the insist-
ence on the offset. 

I fully support the $100 million in the 
bill for the Jordan. This is a down pay-
ment on additional military and eco-
nomic assistance to help Jordan sta-
bilize itself in the wake of King Hus-
sein’s death. As I have said, I oppose, I 
must unfortunately oppose the bill be-
cause of the offsets used in this pack-
age. The bill insists offsets for the dis-
aster mitigation programs and the 
emergency fund farm assistance but 
does not insist on offsets for the $195 
million to restore the Department of 
Defense hurricane cost. Why the incon-
sistencies? Our young people, part of 
the American military, bravely, coura-
geously, unselfishly and tirelessly as-
sisted the people in Central America at 
the time of this hurricane, in the im-
mediate wake of the hurricane. Cer-
tainly we want to pay back the Depart-
ment of Defense for services rendered; 
that does not need to be offset, it 
should not be, I agree with that. But 
why treat other assistance differently 
than the military assistance, the as-
sistance of the military in this bill? 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
will strike the most objectionable off-
sets in the bill, and I enthusiastically 
support that. The 1 billion in offsets in 
the bill, $825 million comes from inter-
national programs, all of the proposed 
rescissions from foreign ops bill will 
have a detrimental program impact, 
and I intend to work hard to remove 
them from the bill before it is sent to 
the President. That is why I urge my 
colleagues to vote no on this bill, so we 
increase the leverage of the President, 
sustain a presidential veto, and have a 
change in this bill so that we are not 
helping the people of Central America 
at the risk of exacerbating the finan-
cial crisis in Asia by taking a large 
chunk of the callable capital for the 
Asian Development Bank as an offset. 
The rescissions in the bill will hurt de-
velopment programs such as health, 
education and even child survival. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have any 
more time. I will place the rest of my 
statement in the RECORD. I urge my 
colleagues to support the Obey amend-
ment and to oppose the passage of this 
bill unless the Obey amendment pre-
vails.

I rise to support the recommendations in the 
bill for emergency disaster and reconstruction 
assistance for Central America, the Caribbean, 
and Colombia. Hurricane Mitch was the worst 
natural disaster to hit the Western Hemisphere 
in recorded history causing an estimated $10 
billion in damage, and thousands of deaths. 
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This event, along with the earlier Hurricane 
Georges in the Caribbean, and the more re-
cent earthquake in Colombia have brought this 
request for emergency assistance before us, 
and I am pleased that the Committee has rec-
ommended funding the full request. 

I also fully support the $100 million in the 
bill for Jordan. This is a down payment on ad-
ditional military and economic assistance to 
help Jordan stabilize itself in the wake of King 
Hussein’s death. 

Unfortunately I will have to oppose this bill 
because of the offsets used to fund this pack-
age. The bill presented offsets the Disaster 
Mitigation programs and the Emergency Farm 
assistance, but does not offset the $195 mil-
lion appropriated to restore the Department of 
Defense hurricane costs. This bill started out 
in Committee as a bipartisan product with no 
offsets. If the worst natural disaster in the his-
tory of the Western Hemisphere does not war-
rant emergency funding, we might as well 
scrap the whole concept of emergency fund-
ing. 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE 
Mr. OBEY intends to offer an amendment 

which will strike the most objectionable offsets 
in the bill, which I will enthusiastically support. 
Of the $1 billion in offsets being in the bill, 
$825 million comes from international pro-
grams. All of the proposed rescissions from 
the Foreign Operations bill will have detri-
mental program impacts, and I intend to work 
hard to remove them from the bill before it is 
sent to the President. The rescissions in the 
bill will hurt development programs such as 
health, education and even Child Survival. 
Cuts to our trade promotion programs lessen 
the number of U.S. firms we can help develop 
export markets. Cuts in peacekeeping ac-
counts will severely hinder the training of 
troops from African countries in peacekeeping 
methods. Cuts to Eastern Europe will slow re-
construction in Bosnia. Congress agreed to 
fund these programs last year and we should 
not be pulling back from these commitments. 

DEBT RELIEF 
The response of the American people to this 

event was truly heartening and indicative of 
the widespread sympathy and support for the 
needs of our southern neighbors in this Hemi-
sphere. There is no question that the vast ma-
jority of the American people support well di-
rected humanitarian assistance. This aid pack-
age enjoys widespread support in the Con-
gress and throughout the country. 

Congress must move expeditiously on this 
request so that critical reconstruction efforts 
can begin before the onset of the rainy sea-
son. Our action here today will only complicate 
efforts to get this assistance to where it is 
needed. It is my hope that the provision of this 
assistance will become the springboard for 
economic and social development which lifts 
the poorest countries in Central America out of 
the grinding poverty they have suffered for so 
long. 

Unfortunately with the offsets in the bill 
which have drawn a veto threat and action on 
the bill stalled in the other body for reasons 
unrelated to the Disaster, I fear we are still a 
long way from the day when assistance ar-
rives. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the very dis-

tinguished gentleman from Delaware 
(Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

I am not a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations, but as a lot of other 
Members, I follow the appropriations 
and budgetary processes very carefully, 
and just three brief points, if I may: 

First of all, I was in support of the 
rule, I am in support of the legislation, 
and I would like to congratulate the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and the others who worked on 
this because sometimes in my 6 years 
here I have seen emergency bills that 
were, with all due respect, Christmas 
trees with a lot of decorations on them. 
A real effort was made here, I think, to 
look at this carefully and to make it 
truly an emergency bill. 

Secondly, I feel we need offsets. I 
have been in support of this for some 
time. We just simply cannot continue 
to balance our budget if we do not off-
set the expenditures which we make, 
even if they are emergencies, and, 
frankly, one could argue the viability 
of some of the offsets here; I under-
stand that. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has already made 
that argument. 

With respect to certain of the issues, 
I know a little bit about the callable 
capital situation with the inter-
national financial institutions, but the 
bottom line is I believe that this is an 
acceptable and allowable offset. Per-
haps, as we negotiate with the Senate, 
we will go through some changes on 
that, but I really also congratulate the 
committee on that. They made the ef-
fort to do this. A lot of us were con-
cerned about it, and they have come to 
the realization that while there are 
going to be emergencies, in many in-
stances we should be able to get offsets 
for this, and in this case they have 
done that. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would just 
say that I have been pushing legisla-
tion for some time to have a budget for 
emergencies so we could avoid these 
problems, so it is built into our budget 
at the beginning of the year as a rainy 
day fund approximating what the aver-
age of emergency expenditures have 
been over the last 5 years, which may 
be in the range of $5 to $6 billion; so, 
when these issues come up, we would 
have a methodology for reviewing 
them, to determine if they are true 
emergencies, we would already have 
the money set aside for that, we could 
apply this against that money. Then 
we do not get into the arguments about 
the offsets, the callable capital, the im-
port export or it may be. 

This is really not a matter before us 
today. It is not even necessarily an ap-
propriation matter; perhaps it is a 
budget matter. But I think it is some-
thing we should do. But I congratulate 

all those who worked on this. I think 
we are taking steps in the right direc-
tion, and I am pleased to be in support 
of it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished minority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT).

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the 
majority has in my view let down 
America’s farmers because of the way 
they have responded to the President’s 
request for supplemental aid. The 
President made this request nearly one 
month ago, and we are just getting 
around to it now, a month after the re-
quest was made and the need was dem-
onstrated. They put forward a bill 
which in my view is full of items which 
will hurt our national security and 
weaken the international economy. 

I do not like to say it, but I think the 
Republican party has given in to isola-
tionist tendencies. By turning our 
backs on the world, we only hurt the 
global economy further and hurt ex-
porters like farmers who are getting 
pummeled by the downturn in Asia and 
elsewhere. The delay has hurt the fi-
nancial bottom line for thousands of 
farmers across America. There is a 
near depression happening in many 
parts of our farm economy. Hog farm-
ers in my district cannot even sell hogs 
at half the break-even price, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Let me just mention one young farm-
er from my district, Mike Kertz of Ste. 
Genevieve, Missouri. He comes from a 
farm family, and he wants to carry on 
the farm tradition. He raises hogs. At 
today’s prices, the prices he was get-
ting for months, he cannot survive, he 
can not have a future, he can not keep 
the farm. Missouri’s farmers would get 
over $42 million in new credit loans in 
the President’s request, and over 12,000 
farmers nationwide would benefit from 
the supplemental funding for agri-
culture. 

But we needed action last month, and 
we needed a bill today that would get 
to the President’s desk with no strings 
attached and not a bill that is isola-
tionist and which harms our national 
security. These are irresponsible poli-
cies that were injected into this bill. 
These objectionable policies should be 
dropped so we can get the aid to the 
people who have already been waiting 
too long for it. We must not deliver 
this aid at the cost of giving up on our 
obligations which are in the long term 
to the benefit of every American cit-
izen. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the majority to 
drop these objectionable provisions, I 
urge them to bring a bill that we can 
support, and if that does not happen, I 
urge Members to vote against this leg-
islation in the hope that we can get a 
bill that is worthy of support.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON). 
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Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 

vote for the supplemental bills very 
often, and I give great credit to the 
new chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) and to our new Speak-
er, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT). Several weeks ago they 
began to figure out how they are going 
to get the votes to pass this bill, and 
they sort of looked at, I guess, the list 
of folks who have traditionally opposed 
these bills, and they called a meeting, 
and they said: Why? And I said: Well, 
my reasons are real easy; three of 
them: 

One, they are not usually emergency 
supplementals; ought to be regular 
order, they ought to go the regular 
process. Two, they are never paid for; 
and, three, there is usually so much 
pork in some of those bills that it 
makes us sick, and I said, ‘‘O for three; 
that’s why I vote against them,’’ and, 
to the credit of the chairman of the 
committee they are really batting 
three for three. It is paid for, they 
whittled out some of the stuff that was 
in there that really was not an emer-
gency, could be taken care of, and 
there was not a single bridge or armory 
or anything in there that someone 
might be able to call pork. 

For those reasons I am voting for 
this bill this afternoon, and I would not 
only encourage my colleagues to vote 
for this bill, but also send a warning to 
our friends on the other side of this 
building. As I understand it, their bill 
is already larger; as I understand it, 
their bill is not paid for; and third, we 
can start hearing those words ‘‘su wee’’ 
for the pork that some of the Members 
on that side of the body have put in 
this bill that has got to be taken out, 
and I hope that our passage of the bill 
this afternoon proves our point: Bat-
ting three for three; not even Sammy 
Sosa can do as well. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), the 
ranking member on the Subcommittee 
on Agriculture.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me and thank him for his leadership on 
the committee in trying to strengthen 
this supplemental bill. I also want to 
congratulate the new chairman of the 
committee who has tried hard to put a 
bill together, but I must say to my col-
leagues it is truly inadequate. Cer-
tainly from the standpoint of agri-
culture America’s farmers are in crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill should have 
been up here two months ago. We have 
been witnessing price declines at 
record levels across this country with 
an additional income drop for our 
farmers this year of over 20 percent. 
This House bill falls so far short of the 
mark. Though it contains much needed 
credit authority to help farmers over 
this spring planting period, it is too lit-

tle, too late. As we stand here, equip-
ment auctions are going on across the 
country, bankruptcies mount, and peo-
ple cannot move product to market. 

One of the most curious aspects of 
this particular measure is that one of 
the budget offsets in the bill is to re-
duce the P.L. 480 Program, which is a 
program at the Department of Agri-
culture where we take surplus, which 
we have plenty of on this market, and 
move it into foreign markets to help 
hungry people around the world, and 
there are certainly lots of those, but 
also to help our farmers here at home 
get out from under the weight of all 
this production which is helping prices 
to continue to plummet here in the do-
mestic market. 
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So we should have been able to per-
fect a more perfect bill. Unfortunately, 
this is not the one. 

I wanted to mention that the bill 
contains some very important lan-
guage that has to do with the Russian 
food aid package that is currently 
being delivered, over a billion dollars 
of Russian food aid, and yet very few 
checks by the government of the 
United States in order to assure that 
that product is not diverted and graft 
does not occur. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD questions that we should ask 
the executive branch and expand con-
gressional oversight of that Russian 
food aid package as it proceeds over 
the next several weeks.

Our American family farmers are suffering. 
While the general economy is strong, the U.S. 
agricultural economy continues to experience 
significant declines in agriculture commodity 
prices that began over a year ago. The price 
declines experienced by wheat and cattle pro-
ducers over the last couple of years have ex-
panded now to all of the feed grains, oil seed, 
cotton, pork and now the dairy sectors at 
record all-time lows. Farm income is expected 
to fall from $53 billion in 1996 to $43 billion 
next year, nearly a 20-percent decline. 

The Republican Leadership has again let 
down the American farmer. The credit guar-
antee assistance needed by farmers to obtain 
credit during spring planting is again delayed 
by the inability of the Republican Leadership 
to deal with legislation on a timely basis. 

Farmers and ranchers have a cash flow 
squeeze this year and the demand for USDA’s 
farm lending programs has increased dramati-
cally this year to 4 times the normal rate. 

Many states have already exhausted their 
loan funds and farmers cannot get their crops 
in the ground without the credit to purchase 
their inputs. 

USDA reports that the Farm Service Agency 
will begin to layoff temporary employees at the 
end of this week. These employees assist with 
the backlog in delivering assistance to farmers 
suffering from low prices and crop disasters. 

The demand for Loan Deficiency Payments 
is exploding. For 1997 crops USDA paid about 
$160 million for farmers and ranchers for 
LDP’s. For 1998, LDP’s are currently $2.3 bil-

lion and that total is expected to climb to $3.2 
billion before the season ends. We expect to 
issue about $3.5 billion in LDP’s in 1999, 65 
percent more than 1998. Farmers in my dis-
trict have been waiting to get paid for LDP’s 
since October, and they will wait because we 
have been unable to present them with a final 
bill prior to leaving on our recess.

UNITED STATES FOOD AID 
1. Who is going to guarantee that the 

money from the sale of the commodities in the 
various regions of Russia gets into the Special 
Account for transfer to the Pension Fund? 
What will be done if the money is not depos-
ited within the time specified in the Resolution 
of the Russian Government (70 days for 
wheat and rice, 90 days for all other commod-
ities)? 

2. How many rubles are anticipated from the 
sale of the U.S. commodities for the Russian 
Pension Fund? The Pension Fund has an ar-
rears of around 23 billion rubles. 

3. How many people on the Russian side 
with be actively involved in monitoring the U.S. 
food shipments? 

4. There have been articles in the Russian 
press criticizing U.S. food aid, saying it is not 
needed and that it will destroy the private agri-
culture sector. What is the relationship be-
tween U.S. food aid and the development of 
privatized agriculture in Russia? 

FUTURE FOOD AID 
5. What is the evidence that Russia will 

need additional food aid later in the year? 
What are projections for grain and livestock 
production in the coming year? 

6. If additional food aid from the USDA is 
requested by Russia, will it be conducted by 
Russia through an open tender this time 
around instead of a closed tender? 

7. If additional food aid is extended from the 
U.S., how should funds resulting from the sale 
of this food aid be used? How can the U.S. be 
assured it will not be diverted to a bank out-
side of Russia or just disappear? 

RUSSIAN AGRICULTURE 
8. What is Russia’s strategy for developing 

the agriculture sector in Russia and for im-
proving the quality of life in the rural areas of 
Russia? 

9. What is the future for private farming and 
for truly privatized farms in Russia? 

INVESTMENT 
10. What is being done to create a climate 

that attracts U.S. investment in Russian agri-
culture? How can the commercial risk associ-
ated with this investment be reduced given the 
current economic crisis in Russia?

11. Sector Reform: What are Russian prior-
ities to revitalize growth in the agriculture sec-
tor given the Duma’s opposition on such im-
portant questions as private land ownership 
and tax reform? 

12. Farm Profitability: A key task for the 
Russian government is the creation of viable 
farms from existing, large-scale unprofitable 
farms. The main barriers to farm profitability 
include the lack of good, market-knowledge-
able managers, over-staffing, and reluctance 
to abandon or significantly restructure oper-
ations on large farms that are unprofitable. In 
what ways will the government help large 
farms to restructure? 

13. Private Family Farms: Small private 
family farms and dacha (garden) plots account 
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for about 9 percent of total farm land in Rus-
sia, yet produce significant percentages of 
total agricultural output: potatoes—89%, vege-
tables—76%, meat—48%, milk—42%, and 
eggs—30%. What measures are being taken 
to assist private plot holders and owners of 
family farms to expand their holdings and to 
meet their needs for credit? 

14. Private Investment: Many prior functions 
of the government under a command econ-
omy such as credit, supply and distribution of 
inputs and marketing of commodities and food 
products can no longer be provided by the 
state, nor is there an institution for extending 
improved technologies (both production and 
managerial) to farms. There is an increasing 
role for the private sector, both Russian and 
foreign, to help. What role will the federal and 
regional governments play in attracting private 
investment in Russian agriculture, and are 
there specific programs, policies or incentives 
which the Ministry of Agriculture will promote? 

15. Agriculture Finance: What work is being 
done to encourage the establishment of pri-
vate lending institutions for the farm sector 
other than commercial banks? In this regard, 
what is the status of the draft legislation on 
rural credit cooperatives? What other meas-
ures is the Russian government taking to es-
tablish a sustainable source of credit for agri-
culture—both for operating capital and for 
long-term investment? 

16. Next Year’s Harvest: What are the pros-
pects for next year’s harvest? Is there ex-
pected to be a shortfall, and how would Rus-
sia deal with this situation if it develops? 

17. Investment Policy: Many foreign agri-
business companies willing to invest in Rus-
sian agriculture are hesitant to do so because 
of several factors: lack of land markets and 
long-term land leasing procedures, com-
plicated and excessive taxation, contradictory 
federal and regional laws, particularly with re-
gard to land ownership and use, administrative 
trade barriers imposed by regions which pre-
vent the movement of grain, and lack of legal 
procedures for the enforcement of business 
contracts and resolving disputes. 

What can the Ministry of Agriculture do to 
address these issues?

The bill before us $1.2 billion includes lan-
guage directing the Executive Branch and 
USDA to strengthen monitoring effort on the 
$1.2 billion Russian Food Aid package. 

This Russian food aid package was put to-
gether through existing authorities and has not 
been subject to congressional oversight. The 
Congress was not a part of the negotiating 
team but this is an effort to interject ourselves 
into the oversight of this assistance. These 
shipments are likely to be subject to graft and 
major diversion and, sadly, strengthen the 
hand of the very instrumentalities in Russia 
that have approved reform in agriculture. 

The magnitude of this package is unprece-
dented. 

Deliveries will be staggered over the next 
several months—but I believe it may even be 
necessary for us to suspend shipments for a 
short time frame in order to evaluate our 
progress in ensuring that our assistance gets 
to the people it is intended. 

We have had discussions with the USDA 
over the past four months which have resulted 
in substantial changes being made to the 

monitoring effort but they simply are not 
enough. We have gone from two monitors lo-
cated in Moscow, to thirteen full time monitors 
and 30 individuals in the consulates and Em-
bassies assisting with a country team effort. 

Thus the report language in the bill states: 
RUSSIAN FOOD AID 

Based on past experience with regard to 
U.S. commodity shipments to Russia, the 
Committee is seriously concerned about the 
likelihood of diversion in the distribution of the 
current $1,200,000 Russian food aid package 
which was negotiated by the Executive 
Branch. The Committee urges the Secretary of 
Agriculture to implement swiftly the provisions 
of the sales agreement that allow suspension 
of shipments if and when diversions occur. In 
addition, the Secretary should ensure that suf-
ficient staff is available for oversight, moni-
toring and control procedures to minimize po-
tential misuse and improper losses of food 
commodities provided under the three food aid 
agreements between the Governments of the 
United States and the Russian Federation. 
The Committee expects the Secretary to di-
rectly involve the Inspector General in auditing 
these shipments. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall report to 
the Committee by June 15, 1999, regarding 
his efforts to increase oversight and moni-
toring; the extent to which other federal agen-
cies and Non-Governmental Organizations 
have contributed to the monitoring effort; the 
number of frequency of spot-checks and their 
findings; how the agency handled reports of 
diversions; and the extent to which the dis-
tribution of commodities was coordinated with 
local government officials and private farming 
organizations. The Committee also expects 
the Secretary to report on how the food aid 
package was coordinated with the State De-
partment to meet our strategic goals in the re-
gion and the involvement of the Interagency 
Task Force assembled by the U.S. Embassy 
in Moscow to oversee these shipments. The 
Secretary shall also report on how this and 
subsequent food aid shipments contribute to 
the development and reform of private agri-
culture in the Newly Independent States. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am reluctant to en-
gage in this particular argument now 
because of the great respect that I have 
for the minority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT). But I 
want to say to my colleagues, there is 
nothing in this bill that would have an 
adverse effect on the security of our 
Nation. 

Those who have known me during the 
4 years that I chaired the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Defense know 
that I have fought and struggled to do 
everything that I possibly could to im-
prove the national security of our Na-
tion and improve the quality of life for 
those men and women who provide the 
security of our Nation. 

I know what he is talking about. We 
will discuss that more after the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) of-
fers his amendment, but there is abso-
lutely zero threat to our national secu-
rity in this bill. 

In response to the complaints about 
how much time it has taken to get 
here, we tried to do this in a respon-
sible way. The agricultural money that 
was just mentioned was requested on 
March 1. Today is only March 24. That 
is 23 days ago. 

So I think we have expedited it fairly 
well, but one of the reasons we did not 
come out here on the floor imme-
diately was that I wanted to see first-
hand exactly from the congressional 
standpoint what had happened and 
what had occurred in the region. I 
asked a bipartisan delegation from the 
Committee on Appropriations to visit 
the region, which they did the weekend 
before we did our markup. They came 
back with a very real report on what 
the needs were, what the requirements 
were. General Wilhelm, commander of 
Southern Command, who also accom-
panied them on that trip, pointed out 
what our own military had done in re-
sponse to that national disaster. 

So, yes, we did take a little time to 
be responsible, to find out for ourselves 
what the situation was in Central 
America, and to make sure that the 
offsets that we recommended were re-
sponsible offsets. 

I will talk more about the offsets 
when we get into the amendment proc-
ess here, but we can justify making 
these offsets because they were not 
going to be spent in fiscal year 1999 
anyway, and if they were left they 
would have probably eventually been 
wasted in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON). 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, although I oppose this 
bill, I rise today to discuss an impor-
tant element in this bill, debt relief. 
The ranking member, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI), and the 
minority have been fighting very hard 
for debt relief. 

We sincerely believe that debt relief 
is central to any bill that intends to 
stimulate the rebuilding of infrastruc-
ture and to provide other necessities 
such as health care and food. This bill 
would devote $41 million to debt relief, 
$25 million to the World Bank fund for 
making payments on multilateral debt 
during the moratorium that lasts until 
February 1, 2001, and $16 million for an 
eventual two-thirds write-off of Hon-
duras’ bilateral debt. 

For just an additional $25.5 million, 
the U.S. could cancel all bilateral debts 
owed to Nicaragua and Honduras. That 
$25.5 million would cancel debt with a 
face value of more than $270 million. 
The supplemental came very, very 
close to alleviating this burden off of 
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the families that have been suffering 
during this crisis but fell short by $25.5 
million. 

Bilateral debt cancellation would be 
a significant investment in Central 
American recovery. It would send a sig-
nal to other countries that these coun-
tries’ bilateral debts must be forgiven 
to make way for recovery and develop-
ment. 

A few countries, Denmark, Brazil, 
Cuba among them, have already done 
such cancellation, but if the U.S. would 
do it many more would be expected to 
follow. More than the amounts in-
volved, that would be the true and rel-
atively small expenditure when one 
considers the enormous burden that 
this would lift. 

Nicaragua and Honduras already had 
severe debt problems before Mitch. The 
hurricane made a horrible problem ab-
solutely unbearable, Mr. Chairman. 
Moratoria and reduction of bilateral 
debt stock by the Paris Club are not 
enough. Before Hurricane Mitch, Hon-
duras was paying over a million dollars 
a day in debt service; Nicaragua about 
$700,000 a day. 

Once the moratorium ends, no one 
thinks that the recovery will be com-
plete, but if in fact we go the extra 
mile and make the difference, we can 
take this burden off of these families. 

Although I do not plan to offer an 
amendment on this subject, I want to 
bring this issue to the attention of my 
colleagues because I feel that debt re-
lief is important for any country to re-
build. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill before us today in light 
particularly of the offsets that are 
being suggested and what they, in my 
opinion, will do to agriculture in this 
country. 

Chairman Alan Greenspan made a 
speech last week in which he talked 
about the problems of agriculture, and 
I appreciated very much hearing his 
analysis and rationalization of what is 
happening to American agriculture. 
The point that he made over and over 
is our problems are that the rest of the 
world that we depend on for markets to 
buy that which we produce is having 
credit problems. 

This bill cuts the commitments we 
have already made to back lending by 
international financial institutions 
such as the Asian Development Bank, 
laying groundwork for another year of 
dismal farm prices. 

Secretary Rubin pointed out in a let-
ter to the Congress the bill would in-
crease borrowing costs and hinder 
growth in developing countries, the 
part of the world that before this crisis 
absorbed 40 percent of our agricultural 
exports. 

In many States now we have a need 
for the credit. The first chapter in this 
bill is something that everyone agrees 
is needed to be done, but not at any 
cost. If the cost of having this par-
ticular emergency declaration or this 
particular spending is the offset that is 
in mind, it is not worth the price we 
will pay in agriculture and farm coun-
try. 

This seems to come as an annual oc-
currence now, and I do not understand 
this. In 1996, the most dramatic change 
in our farm policy in a generation was 
held hostage by a leadership that did 
not trust the Committee on Agri-
culture, forced to vote on the bill or to 
have nothing for American farmers 
after we had already entered the plant-
ing season in parts of our Nation. 

Last year, again, as farmers were 
making fundamental decisions, House 
leadership meddling in bipartisan con-
sensus over a bill to secure delivery 
costs for crop insurance delayed final 
adoption of a bill reported from con-
ference. In that case, a sound bipar-
tisan majority defeated the leader-
ship’s rule that would have undone a 
carefully crafted and responsible com-
promise. Now farmers in dire straits, in 
the need of these lending programs, 
will have to wait even longer. 

I am going to ask the majority to se-
riously consider an amendment that I 
will offer, and I will ask for unanimous 
consent that the emergency declara-
tions in this bill be stricken and that 
instead of using the offsets in question 
for agriculture in the development 
bank and also the offsets dealing with 
nuclear, one of the most irresponsible 
decisions this body could possibly con-
sider doing at this time with all of the 
problems in the world, Kosovo we are 
talking about today, how we could pos-
sibly do that I do not know. 

I will offer, and hopefully by unani-
mous consent, that we strike it and 
pay for these emergency declarations 
with an across-the-board cut on every 
account. I believe that would make a 
lot more sense at this time and cer-
tainly avoid what could otherwise be a 
catastrophic happening for agriculture, 
that no one on this side of the aisle 
wants to see done any more than I do. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY). 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the way this bill has been 
handled.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my support 
for this bill, but it is very reluctant support. 

First of all, I am deeply disappointed that 
there is no money for domestic disaster relief 
in this bill. 

Most of the money in this bill, $687 million, 
is for foreign disaster relief efforts. There have 
been some terrible disasters in those countries 
this year, and I am fully in support of helping 
these countries out. 

However, the Republicans didn’t see fit to 
include any money for recovery efforts in our 
own country. 

According to USDA, there is approximately 
$102 million in disaster recovery needs across 
the United States at this time. We need $102 
million—and the Republicans gave us nothing. 
(This money is in the Senate bill, but the 
House appropriators did not include these 
funds in this version). 

As far as getting this money out, we all 
know that the committee was prepared to 
bring this bill up on March 4. 

This bill was to contain desperately needed 
relief for our farmers ($109 million for credit in-
surance, and $42 million for FSA salaries and 
expenses), as well as the disaster relief in 
Central America. 

These are all obvious emergency appropria-
tions, but the House leadership decided that 
they wanted these appropriations to be offset. 

This caused a three week delay in bringing 
the bill up, a three week delay in getting these 
funds to the farmers who desperately need it. 

I don’t know if the House Republican leader-
ship realizes it or not, but they are putting 
family farms out of business every day that 
this bill doesn’t pass. 

And now, it looks like this bill won’t be sent 
to the President until after the recess, where 
it faces a potential veto. Who knows how 
many farmers are going to be forced to close 
their operations between now and then. 

I am certainly not happy with this bill. But I 
can’t vote against this measure and delay 
money to farmers in my district any longer. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
strange bill, particularly all of these 
speeches we hear about offsets. In my 
judgment, this bill is a legitimate 
emergency, under the budget rules can 
be handled as an emergency without 
being offset and that is how it should 
be handled, but we are going through 
this pretense that we are making off-
sets when in reality we are not. 

Let me suggest to all the Members 
they look at this bill. Page 3, they will 
find this language: Provided that the 
entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section so and so of the 
balanced budget and emergency deficit 
control act of 1985, as amended. 

What does that mean? It means that 
the outlays in this bill are exempt from 
the budgetary caps, and the law we are 
passing, we are saying it is an emer-
gency, the outlays are exempt from the 
caps, but then we get into a discussion 
of a whole series of offsets, which real-
ly are not offsets to the outlays. We 
are actually spending this money out-
side of the caps but then we do a whole 
series of offsets that do damage but 
does not solve the budgetary problem; 
primarily reducing the callable capital 
for the international banks. 

What is the reality of this type of 
cut? It is as if I signed as a second sig-
natory on a loan for $100,000, but then 
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I decided I wanted to buy a new car for 
$30,000 and pay cash for it. What I 
would do is I would send a letter to the 
bank saying I am sorry, this guarantee 
I made is reduced from $100,000 to 
$70,000 and somehow think that gives 
me $30,000 of cash to go out and pay 
cash for a car. It clearly does not work, 
but that is the mentality we are using 
in these offsets. 

The bank would probably call the 
loan back on the mortgage I had signed 
for because my guarantee was only now 
good for 70 percent of it and I would 
not get $30,000 to go and buy a new car. 

That is what we are doing in this bill. 
We are still pretending or saying it is 
an emergency. That is real. The out-
lays are exempt from the caps, but 
then we do these series of cuts which 
do damage but do not change the na-
ture of the fact that our outlays are 
still considered emergencies. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

b 1200 
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

think the gentleman has brought up an 
excellent scenario, an excellent expla-
nation of what we are doing here. He is 
doing, in a sense, what Governor Wal-
lace used to say; he is bringing this 
down to a level that I can understand, 
and that most people watching can 
probably understand. 

We will use the gentleman’s example 
of his endorsement of a loan for an 
automobile for one of his children. If 
the gentleman goes to the bank and 
signs that loan, he cosigns the loan 
with his child. The bank does not say 
to the gentleman, Congressman, put 
this money in a safety deposit box in 
our bank. They simply use the gentle-
man’s assets to give that loan, with the 
recognition and assurance that if the 
money is not paid, then the gentleman 
will have to pay it. They do not tell the 
gentleman which pocket to put in or 
which drawer. 

We are not taking away the obliga-
tion of the United States. The obliga-
tion is still there. We are simply tak-
ing 5 percent of the appropriated call-
able capital and using it to balance the 
budget this way. 

So the gentleman brings up an excel-
lent point. That is that the United 
States has pledged this money in the 
event of an international monetary cri-
sis. If indeed there is an international 
monetary crisis that exceeds $150 bil-
lion, then the Congress is going to have 
to reappropriate the money, but it is 
not unauthorized. Congress has author-
ized this. It is a debt and an obligation 
of the United States. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman, if we change these 
guarantees, how much outlay savings 
does it give us this year? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. The money cur-
rently is sitting in a fund, an appro-
priated fund. 

Mr. SABO. My question is, Mr. Chair-
man, obviously this bill declares these 
expenditures an emergency. The outlay 
is exempt from the budgetary caps. If 
we make this change that the gen-
tleman is suggesting, how much out-
lays does that save us towards the dis-
cretionary caps? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. I do not think it 
saves us any outlays. 

Mr. SABO. No outlay savings? 
Mr. CALLAHAN. No. 
Mr. SABO. That is the heart of my 

point. This bill declares everything 
here an emergency, exempt from all 
the budgetary caps, but then we pre-
tend we do these change of guarantees 
as an offset, which saves us no actual 
dollars of outlays. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. SABO. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
LATHAM), a member of the committee. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the committee for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I was listening to the 
debate, talking about what is hap-
pening with agriculture. We do have a 
very, very serious problem in agri-
culture. There was some concern ex-
pressed about using the P.L. 480 dollars 
for an offset in this bill. 

The fact of the matter is the reason 
there are dollars there is because the 
administration did not use it last year. 
They did not use that tool to get rid of 
the surplus. That is why there are dol-
lars left over. 

It is also the case, when we look at 
the export enhancement funds, in the 
last 3 years we have had $1.5 billion 
available to promote exports of U.S. 
products around the world, and the ad-
ministration has done nothing. 

Also this year, the administration 
claimed that they had set new heights 
of using a little over $4 billion for ex-
port credits. The fact of the matter is, 
by law the minimum is $5.5 billion that 
is supposed to be used, and in the Dem-
ocrat administration budget this year, 
they are cutting $215 million out of 
those credits. That is, again, going to 
cripple our exports. 

I heard the minority leader earlier 
talk about the hog farmers. If we look 
at the Democrat administration budget 
being put forth to try and help that 
hog farmer, they have $504 million in 
new taxes on livestock producers that 
is going to come right out of the hide 
of that pork producer in the minority 
leader’s district. 

I believe we have to help farmers 
today, and not hurt them. We have to 
use the tools available to make sure 
that our exports are promoted, that we 
use every resource possible. What the 
problem is in agriculture today is just 
a failure by this administration to use 
the tools available for export to help 

our producers, and this bill needs to 
move, move now, so they have the 
credit this spring to put a crop in the 
ground.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have before us a let-
ter from the Bretton Woods committee. 
It reads, in part, as follows. It is ad-
dressed primarily to the Tiahrt amend-
ment, but also applies to the base bill. 

Among others things, it says this: 
‘‘This is to alert you to the enor-

mously damaging impact of the Tiahrt 
amendment to divert appropriated 
World Bank callable capital to offset 
portions of the emergency supple-
mental.’’ 

It then goes on to say, at a later 
point, ‘‘Disturbing reports from Wall 
Street say that some bondholders are 
already growing nervous over the 
threat and are dumping World Bank 
bonds.’’ 

It then goes on to say, ‘‘This will un-
dermine the recovery strategy for Asia 
and other vulnerable regions, and it 
creates new international financial in-
stability at a time when we can ill af-
ford it. Ultimately, this move will hurt 
U.S. exports.’’ 

At a later point in the letter, it also 
says, ‘‘This is a retreat from inter-
national commitments made by every 
president since Harry Truman, includ-
ing Republican stalwarts Dwight Ei-
senhower and Ronald Reagan.’’ 

Then it says, ‘‘Disappropriating call-
able capital from which no outlays can 
be gained is a sham solution, but para-
doxically, a congressional raid on ap-
propriated callable capital could even 
force the United States to make new 
cash contributions with real outlays 
attached.’’ 

I agree with that letter. What the 
committee is doing, as my good friend 
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) 
pointed out, is a sham. In fact, if we 
take a look at the four items I am try-
ing to deal with in my amendment, 
those items pretend to save $853 mil-
lion. 

In fact, they would save only $19 mil-
lion on the P.L. 480 item and on the 
war chest. Possibly they might save $80 
million more if CBO is correct on its 
assumption that $80 million of the 
amount which the majority is trying to 
rescind from the nuclear weaponry ac-
count will be spent. 

The ironic point is that the majority 
party says that they are rescinding 
that money because none of it would be 
spent in this fiscal year, anyway. So we 
are left with this situation. If the ma-
jority party is correct, then no money 
will be spent, and there are no outlay 
savings in the amounts they are claim-
ing. If the majority party is wrong, 
then we wind up doing huge damage to 
a key negotiation to make the world 
safer by removing plutonium that 
would make at least 15,000 nuclear 
weapons. 
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Either way in my view is incredibly 

misguided, so I would again urge pas-
sage of my amendment, and defeat of 
this bill if that amendment is not 
passed.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
chairman for yielding, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose 
of entering into a colloquy with the 
chairman of the committee. 

As the chairman knows, the Senate, 
in its consideration of this legislation, 
has included a provision which provides 
for the disposal of 17,383 dry tons of zir-
conium other from the National De-
fense Stockpile. The Department of De-
fense inadvertently failed to include 
this in its legislative proposal to Con-
gress last year. The Senate provision 
corrects this oversight. It also ensures 
that disposal of the material will not 
result in undue disruption of the usual 
markets of producers, processors, and 
consumers of the material. 

It is my understanding that this is 
really a technical provision which is 
not controversial, and is supported by 
both the Defense Department and the 
Committee on Armed Services. I there-
fore rise to seek the chairman’s sup-
port for receding to the Senate on this 
matter when this bill goes to the con-
ference. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, in responding to the gentleman 
from Michigan, he is correct. I have 
discussed this issue with not only the 
Department of Defense and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, but also the 
chairman of our Subcommittee on De-
fense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LEWIS). 

We all agree that the Senate’s lan-
guage is not controversial, and would 
in fact be useful. On that basis, we are 
certainly prepared to agree to it when 
we go to conference. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I am grateful 
to the chairman. I thank him very 
much. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, to close the general debate part 
of the consideration of this bill, the 
issue has been raised about whether or 
not we should use the emergency dec-
laration. This is a technical argument. 
The truth of the matter is we are re-
sponding to an emergency. The only 
difference is we are going to pay for it. 
We are going to offset our response to 
this emergency, but it truly is an 
emergency to which we are responding 
to. 

I do not see why anybody should be 
really upset about leaving that part of 
the language in the bill. It is truly an 
emergency. We are just being fiscally 

responsible, and we are going to offset 
it. 

One of the discussions that has been 
of some concern to all of us is the issue 
of the purchase of plutonium from the 
Soviet Union. I want to tell Members 
about this fund. This was a fund of $525 
million for the two Russian programs, 
$325 million for highly enriched ura-
nium, and $200 million for plutonium 
disposition. 

By the way, we spend a lot of money 
in programs like this, but this par-
ticular aspect was not high on any-
body’s radar screen. In the omnibus ap-
propriations bill we dealt with last 
year, there were so many members and 
so many people in the administration 
having input into that bill, this issue 
was never part of the original consider-
ation. It did not come down here from 
the White House or the Department of 
Defense or the State Department. As a 
matter of fact, the only time it was ac-
tually raised was when we went to the 
conference committee with the other 
body. 

At that point, one member of the 
Senate offered the amendment to cre-
ate this program and appropriate this 
money. We thought it was a pretty 
good idea. We still think it is a pretty 
good idea. But I would remind my col-
leagues that this fiscal year is basi-
cally half over, so most of that money 
would not be spent, anyway. 

Second, I would remind my col-
leagues that the agreement that we 
were to reach with Russia on this issue 
to make way for spending this money 
has never been concluded. In fact, yes-
terday Prime Minister Primakov was 
on his way to the United States. One of 
the things we thought that he would do 
while he was here was to complete the 
negotiation on highly enriched ura-
nium portion of the agreement and 
sign it. 

Somewhere over the Atlantic Ocean 
Prime Minister Primakov decided, 
after a conversation with Vice Presi-
dent Gore, he decided not to come to 
the United States, and he turned 
around and went back home. So to this 
day, to this minute, no part of agree-
ment has been signed. 

What did we do? Of the $525 million 
that had been appropriated, we only re-
scind $150 million. I will remind the 
gentleman, the agreement is not con-
cluded nor signed, and the fiscal year is 
halfway over. But we left $375 million 
in this fund that no one even wanted or 
suggested until we got into the con-
ference committee. 

So I do not think this is a serious 
problem that anybody should be con-
cerned about. As I said, we took a little 
extra time to prepare this bill, to bring 
it to the committee, and to bring it to 
the Floor because we wanted to be re-
sponsible. We wanted to be fiscally 
conservative. We wanted to make sure 
that the money, the funds that we used 
to offset these emergencies, would not 

do severe damage to any of the pro-
grams that we dealt with. 

So we went through the account, 
page by page by page, to find unobli-
gated balances, monies that would not 
be spent in fiscal year 1999 anyway. 
That is where the list of rescissions 
came from. 

I submit to all of the Members, and I 
understand we have differences, there 
are 435 of us, we are always going to 
have some differences, that this is a 
good, a responsible, conservative bill 
that meets the criteria of responding 
to an emergency, at the same time 
being extremely careful with the tax-
payers’ dollars that we have an obliga-
tion to be responsible for. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I suggest 
that we should pass this bill. We should 
respond to the emergency. We should 
help our friends in Central America, 
and we should repay to our own mili-
tary the monies that they have already 
spent in the performance of their emer-
gency duties at the time of the hurri-
cane and at the time of the natural dis-
asters.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in re-
luctant support of H.R. 1141, a bill to provide 
supplemental appropriations for hurricane re-
lief in Central America and additional loan 
funding for our nation’s struggling farmers. 

Although I will vote in favor of the bill, I 
deeply regret that the majority has once again 
chosen to load an urgently needed relief 
measure with extraneous policy provisions and 
objectionable offsets. I am reminded of the 
supplemental fight of two years ago when re-
lief for Grand Forks, North Dakota and other 
disaster stricken communities was delayed for 
weeks because the majority added unrelated 
and highly controversial provisions to the 
emergency supplemental bill. Rather than re-
peat its past mistakes, I had hoped that the 
majority would advance a clean measure that 
would gain the support of the President. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case. 

The one and only reason I am supporting 
this legislation is because it includes des-
perately need loan funds for cash-strapped 
farmers in North Dakota and throughout the 
country. Without these loans, many farmers in 
my state will be literally unable to get into the 
fields this spring to plant a crop. When the 
House and Senate convene a conference 
committee to craft the final version of this bill, 
however, I hope the leaders have the good 
sense to reach accommodation with the ad-
ministration so that the bill can be passed and 
signed into law as quickly as possible. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
bad bill for farmers and for the American peo-
ple. I support the funding in this bill for farm-
ers, even though it is inadequate. But the cuts 
in this bill are entirely irresponsible, and will do 
more to harm agriculture in this country than 
any benefit it will receive from the paltry 
amount of money that has been included for 
farmers. The biggest challenge facing farmers 
and other businesses in this country is com-
peting in the global economy. Talk about kick-
ing farmers while they are down, this bill 
would cut critical funds for the development 
and expansion of global markets at a time 
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when pork and grain farmers are suffering 
from plunging world demand sitting on record 
surpluses and tobacco farmers are dealing 
with a 35 percent cut in their income over the 
past two years. I cannot support a bill that 
gives farmers something with one hand and 
takes it away with another. This cynical bill will 
be vetoed, and the Republican leadership 
know it. They loaded this bill up with veto bait 
in an attempt to score political points and in 
the process have ensured that the relief farm-
ers desperately need will be delayed. And 
that’s wrong. Unfortunately, this bill puts par-
tisan gain over the people’s interests, and I 
urge Congress to reverse course and pass a 
balanced bill that will speed relief to the farms 
where it is needed the most.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this bill, not be-
cause I do not believe that the programs it 
funds are necessary—because they urgently 
are—but rather because of the way that the 
majority in the House is handling these appro-
priations. 

H.R. 1141 provides a total of $1.3 billion in 
emergency funding for many programs that 
are more than worthwhile, they are necessary 
to save human life. A sizable portion of that 
fund, $687 million, is set aside for relief efforts 
in Central America and the Caribbean, who 
have been ravaged by Hurricanes Mitch and 
George over the course of the past year. 

Those funds are desperately needed. In 
Central America, it is estimated that one in 
three of the facilities that are used for public 
health or water treatment were damaged dur-
ing the hurricane. In part because of the loss 
of those facilities, the hurricanes left in their 
wake over almost 20,000 dead or missing. In 
addition, reports indicate that together, both 
hurricanes created a homeless population of 
three million people. In the Caribbean, it has 
been stated that there remains over $2 billion 
in economic damage alone. Without this sup-
plemental funding, we know that the road to 
recovery for these countries will be a long and 
difficult one. We have chosen to assist by 
helping rebuild their infrastructure and by pro-
viding humanitarian assistance, and this bill is 
required if we are to fill those obligations. 

Additionally, and somewhat related to the 
disastrous hurricane season in Latin America, 
this bill contains $80 million in funding for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service to bet-
ter help them cope with the influx of people 
seeking to escape the intolerable living condi-
tions in their home countries. Hopefully, as 
these countries recover from this tragedy, we 
will see the exodus from Central America re-
turn to the levels prior to the onset of last 
year’s hurricane season. 

Furthermore, this bill provides domestic re-
lief for some of our most needy citizens—our 
farmers. As a Member from Texas, I am 
acutely aware of the problems facing our agri-
cultural industry. Our ranchers and farmers 
have been attempting to grapple with the im-
plications of drought for half a decade, and 
they undoubtedly need our assistance if they 
are to persevere through this season. This bill 
contains some relief, by way of $1 billion in di-
rect and guaranteed loans—that will help 
farmers keep afloat during this desperate time. 

However, while each of these appropriations 
are necessary, the majority on the Appropria-

tions Committee decided that, unlike other 
emergency appropriations measures, that this 
bill should contain offsets roughly equal to the 
expenditures. As a result, we now face budget 
cuts to last year’s budget that were unantici-
pated when we passed the Omnibus Appro-
priations Act of 1999. 

The largest and most unwelcome cut in-
volves our international banks, which have 
been critical in the mitigation of the world fi-
nancial crisis. This bill cuts funding to those 
banks by $648 million, in an environment 
where those banks are often the best option 
for borrowers seeking shelter from a hostile 
economic environment. If any of my col-
leagues have any qualms about how important 
this funding is, Secretary Daley has asked the 
President to veto this bill, should it pass, on 
the merits of this program alone. Although we 
are in a time of relative economic prosperity, 
we must remember that in our global econ-
omy, we cannot afford to gamble with the fi-
nancial well being of our trading partners. By 
taking away these appropriations, we threaten 
to disturb all of the progress that our neigh-
bors have made over the past few months—
and we may destabilize industries that can do 
us great harm by continuing to dump their 
products into our markets. 

Furthermore, this bill rescinds funding for 
other foreign operations spending packages 
that this Congress developed last year. Those 
packages include $25 million for the Export-
Import Bank, that assists our citizens in pene-
trating new marketplaces abroad, and $25 mil-
lion for the Global Environment Facility, which 
funds important and necessary environmental 
projects all over the world. 

Most importantly, this bill also rescinds the 
funding for a program enacted by this Con-
gress and the administration, which was 
aimed at stopping the proliferation of nuclear 
arms to rogue nations. Under the terms of the 
original appropriation, $150 million could be 
used to purchase materials, uranium and plu-
tonium, that could be used in nuclear war-
heads by our enemies. This program was 
strongly supported by the President, and with 
good cause—it is well known that the current 
nuclear threat to the United States does not 
come from Russia, but rather from isolated 
renegade governments looking to become 
players in world politics. Just last week, we 
acknowledged that threat when we passed a 
resolution which stated that we should work 
towards developing a missile defense sys-
tem—which, unlike this program, does not 
guarantee a reduction in nuclear arms. 

Furthermore, the budget cuts also touch 
those in this country who are suffering the 
most—the unemployed and the poor. This bill 
rescinds $31 million worth of funds that are 
used by the Labor and Health Human Serv-
ices Departments. A good portion of those 
funds, $21 million, go towards funding state 
unemployment funds, which are in great need 
in my district because of energy-crisis related 
layoffs which have reached unheard of limits. 

For the aforementioned reasons, I urge all 
of my colleagues to vote against this bill, and 
vote for the Obey amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the Fiscal Year 1999 Supplemental Ap-
propriations bill that will, among other things, 
provide disaster relief to Central America. Just 

a few weeks ago, I led a bipartisan delegation 
to Central America to assess the damage in-
flicted by Hurricane Mitch. What I saw was as-
tounding. I saw debris hanging on treetops 
that reached twenty to thirty feet high. Mud 
slides buried entire villages, sweeping away 
homes in one fell swoop. The devastation 
blocked roads, leaving families without the 
means to obtain food, water and other emer-
gency materials. 

Our troops and other relief organizations 
have been in the region since the storm hit 
late last year, and have done an outstanding 
job of providing help and assistance to the citi-
zens there. This bill before us will supplement 
what they have done so far. The funds we 
provide will help repair the infrastructure that 
literally crumbled under the force of Hurricane 
Mitch, and maintain economic stability in the 
region, which will bolster ongoing efforts by 
the U.S. to assist the democratic reforms al-
ready taking place there. 

The assistance in this bill will be provided in 
a fiscally responsible way. We have to be 
mindful of our obligation to American tax-
payers. We have offset almost all of the fund-
ing in this bill with unobligated funds—that is, 
money that would not have been spent in this 
fiscal year. Our commitment to offset this 
money contrasts with the President’s decision 
to forgo offsetting the spending in this bill. It’s 
also important to note that the U.S. is one of 
21 countries contributing to disaster relief ef-
forts; so American taxpayers are not shoul-
dering the financial burden entirely on their 
own. 

Again Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. Having seen first hand the 
devastating force of the hurricane, I believe 
we should support the people of Central 
America in overcoming this terrible disaster.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to ask the House to do its part to fulfill 
the nation’s promise to the remaining World 
War II internees of Japanese descent, who 
were wronged by our government and who 
are still awaiting redress. Today we have an 
opportunity to meet our obligation to them at 
no extra cost to the taxpayers. 

I am speaking about Americans and Latin 
Americans of Japanese descent who were in-
terned in remote U.S. camps, or evacuated or 
relocated from their homes, out of the fear that 
they were a danger to America after war was 
declared with Japan. 

No evidence has ever materialized to show 
that these Japanese Americans or Japanese 
Latin Americans ever sympathized with the 
Axis or engaged in espionage. Their intern-
ment was a shocking denial of their constitu-
tional and human rights. They never recovered 
their lost property. But even worse, they lost 
their trust in the U.S. government which had 
the duty to protect them. 

Four decades after the war, the Civil Lib-
erties Act of 1988 finally gave the United 
States a ten-year window to acknowledge the 
injustice done to more than 120,000 Ameri-
cans and legal residents of Japanese ances-
try. The Act provided the internees with a 
Presidential apology and a $20,000 payment, 
as restitution for the terrible losses that they 
suffered. 
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To date, the Office of Redress Administra-

tion has paid out $1.64 billion in redress pay-
ments to 82,077 former internees. Unfortu-
nately, the redress fund was exhausted as of 
February 5. Many eligible internees will be de-
nied their rightful payments authorized by 
Congress if the fund is not replenished. 

The shortfall resulted from several factors: 
In the closing years of this 10-year program, 

the courts expanded the class of persons eligi-
ble for redress, to include railroad workers and 
miners who were fired from their jobs and 
whose families were evicted from company 
housing. 

Added to the eligible class were a group of 
Japanese American servicemen who were de-
nied the right to visit their families or who lost 
property during the war. 

A January federal court settlement, 
Mochizuki v. U.S., made eligible for redress 
those Latin Americans of Japanese descent 
who were deported—at the urging of the 
U.S.—from 13 Latin American countries and 
interned in U.S. camps. They were brought 
here out of unfounded fears of possible espio-
nage, and for use in prisoner-of-war ex-
changes with the Axis. These internees settled 
for a much smaller redress payment of 
$5,000. 

During the final two weeks of the redress 
program, more than 50 cases were reversed 
on appeal, accounting for unexpected pay-
ments of approximately $840,000. 

Finally, nine abandoned Japanese American 
cases were revived, as claimants unexpect-
edly submitted documentation at the last 
minute, causing an additional $180,000 to be 
paid out. 

The Office of Redress Administration, which 
runs the redress program, estimates that $4.3 
million is needed to pay the remaining eligible 
cases. This includes: 

$1,580,000 for up to 79 eligible Japanese 
American cases at $20,000 each. 

$1,978,455 for 395 eligible Japanese Latin 
American cases at $5,000 each. 

$665,000 for 133 Japanese Latin American 
cases expected to qualify, at $5,000 each. 

Adding more money to the fund does not 
authorize further expansion of the class of eli-
gible persons. Rather, it simply pays for claims 
that are already well-established. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee in-
cluded a provision in its FY99 Supplemental 
Appropriations measure, S. 544 to reprogram 
$4.3 million of Department of Justice FY99 
funding to replenish the redress fund to cover 
these remaining claims. This amendment was 
included in their final bill passed yesterday. 

I urge the House to accept the Senate’s 
$4.3 million reprogramming proposal and 
seize this opportunity to pay our debt to the 
remaining internees. It will not cost the Treas-
ury additional money, and no offsets are re-
quired. 

Let us close this shameful chapter of our 
nation’s history in an honorable way. Let us 
fulfill the mandate of the Civil Liberties Act of 
1988 and agree to this reprogramming re-
quest. Let us fulfill our commitment to the re-
maining internees.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, as one of 
the newest Members of Congress who has 
been recently appointed to the August House 
Appropriations Committee, and one of the 

fewer than ten African Americans who have 
ever been appointed to this committee in the 
entire history of the United States, I take my 
duties very, very seriously. As such, I take the 
responsibility of guarding the purse of the 
American people very seriously. While we cur-
rently enjoy a soaring stock market and un-
foreseen surplus in our budget, common 
sense economics dictate that good times do 
not last forever. It is, therefore, couched 
against this background that I oppose the 
Emergency Supplemental Bill, H.R. 1411, that 
is before us today. Of course, I join my col-
leagues in support of assisting the people in 
those countries tragically hit by Hurricanes 
Mitch and George. As we enter increasingly 
globalized markets, taking measures to brace 
their economies is strategically wise. Assist-
ance is also the humane response. This as-
sistance must not come at the cost of delaying 
much needed aid to the farmers of our nation 
or by threatening our national security. Wise 
fiscal policy and a humanitarian response to 
those in need are not mutually exclusive. 

First of all, H.R. 1411 hurts the farmers of 
our nation. The State of Michigan is the third 
largest exporter of agricultural products in the 
United States. Instead of moving rapidly to ad-
dress the real needs and concerns of the 
farmers in the State of Michigan and our coun-
try, the Majority Leadership chose to delay for 
over three weeks millions in farm operating 
loans. These loans help farmers hurt by low 
world-wide commodity prices. This delay was 
unnecessary and is almost unforgivable. It 
does not take an economic genius to deter-
mine the effect that this isolationism will have 
on the commodity prices that these farmers, 
and other businesses, that are engaged in the 
world-wide marketplace. These rescissions will 
hurt commodity prices even more, and could 
further hurt the farmers and their families of 
Michigan and our nation. Secondly, this bill 
erodes our commitment to the global economy 
by rescinding several key guarantees to inter-
national lending institutions. 

Furthermore, this bill potentially threatens 
the security of the United States by rescinding 
$150 million from the U.S. program that aids 
in the disarming of Russian nuclear weapons. 
This program buys and stores enriched ura-
nium and plutonium from the production of 
various nuclear weapons. While this program 
is still in its nascent phases, this bill signals to 
Russia that we are not serious about solving 
the every burgeoning threat of nuclear weap-
ons. Nor, it would seem, are we serious about 
eradicating this environmentally-dangerous 
material. 

The regrettable aspect about this legislation 
is that it does many good things. The commit-
tee’s report contains language that was of par-
ticular importance to me concerning the pos-
sible disproportionate impact that these natural 
disasters could wreak on women living in com-
munities hit by the storm. Fully one-third of the 
households in Central America that lost homes 
are headed by women, and women are pri-
marily responsible for taking care of the family 
health, finding emergency services for their 
families, and procuring adequate food and 
clean water. When attempting to return to nor-
malcy, unfortunately, jobs that women tradi-
tionally tend to depend on have been hard-hit. 
For example, many of the agricultural jobs that 

women are at the end of the processing chain, 
such as packing fruits for export. These end-
of-chain jobs will not be replaced for another 
3–5 years; until new crops are ready for har-
vest. Frustratingly, women are most often 
barred from the kinds of short-term employ-
ment, such as construction, clean-up, and 
road building, that the disaster has created. 
Women must remain a focus as we provide 
disaster relief for these countries. I commend 
the emergency supplemental package’s partial 
focus on microcredit programs, which are tar-
geted primarily at women. And I urge those 
coordinating disaster relief programs to remain 
aware of the continued plight of women as 
they help to rebuild society, and to institute 
processes to ensure that women are able to 
participate in needs assessments. Programs 
must ensure that women workers are gaining 
equal access to employment and credit. Gen-
der differences and women’s specific needs 
must be taken into account in the emergency 
relief and development programs. The commit-
tee’s report addresses this concern. 

My second concern lies in the possible re-
sulting long-term increase in debt that may be 
felt by these countries. I stand in strong sup-
port of the $16 million debt reduction provided 
for Honduras and Nicaragua. Neither country 
should be expected to use their scarce re-
sources for debt payments while immediate 
humanitarian and reconstruction needs remain 
unmet. In addition to this $16 million in debt 
reduction, we are providing $25 million in debt 
relief to the Central American Emergency 
Trust Fund to help with scheduled debt pay-
ment to international financial institutions. I am 
concerned about the provision of temporary 
cash flow relief that is provided in such a way 
that there is an endgame increase in debt due 
to capitalization of interest. I believe we ought 
to do the most that we can to ease and re-
duce Honduras’ and Nicaragua’s debt burden 
and, to the best of our abilities, avoid increas-
ing the amount of money Honduras and Nica-
ragua will owe in the end. 

I am tired of playing games. I believe that 
the majority of my colleagues want to ensure 
that we deliver help when it is needed, and 
that Congress begin to address the real needs 
and concerns of our country. Although H.R. 
1411 contains provisions that I fought for dur-
ing House Appropriations Committee consider-
ation, I cannot support legislation that hurts 
our farmers, erodes our commitment to the 
stability of world markets, or potentially threat-
ens our national security. I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this bill in its current form.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1141, the Emergency Supple-
mental bill. 

I am particularly pleased that the bill in-
cludes the full funding necessary to allow Na-
tional Public Radio to continue its services to 
public radio listeners. 

In the early 1990’s, NPR negotiated a 10-
year lease for satellite ‘‘transponders’’ to as-
sure nationwide coverage for public radio. In 
May of 1998, the satellite unexpectedly failed 
halting programming to public radio listeners 
across the country. The satellite vendor pro-
vided a temporary back up though the fall of 
1999. 

In order to lease the necessary tran-
sponders on the replacement satellite, NPR 
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must have the necessary funding to contract 
with the satellite vendor. This bill provides the 
full $48 million to allow NPR to complete the 
negotiations and assure the continuation of 
service. It provides $30,600,000 in fiscal year 
1999 and $17,400,000 in fiscal year 2000. Let 
me assure members that the fiscal year 1999 
funding is fully offset with rescissions of 
unneeded funds in other accounts and the fis-
cal year 2000 funding will be absorbed within 
our allocation. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill also contains several 
technical amendments to the omnibus bill we 
passed last year that are of concern to the ad-
ministration and which correct errors made in 
the hectic last days of our negotiations and 
preparation of the bill for consideration by this 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the 
Chairman of the Committee, the gentleman 
from Florida, Mr. YOUNG, for his assistance in 
including these provisions in the bill. I would 
also like to thank the ranking member of the 
Committee and of my Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY, for his sup-
port and assistance in expediting the technical 
corrections and support for the funding of the 
NPR satellite. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

The amendment printed in House Re-
port 106–76 may be offered only by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
or his designee, shall be considered 
read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those 
amendments will be considered read.

b 1215 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
That the following sums are appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, that 
there may be a lot of good arguments 

that he can make in opposition to our 
position on the plutonium issue, but he 
should not make the argument that he 
just made, and I would ask him not to 
make that argument again, because it 
is based on his perception that the ad-
ministration does not really care very 
much about this amendment and this 
issue. That is as far away from the 
truth as it can could possibly be. 

Here is what the facts are with re-
spect to that issue: The administration 
submitted its original budget in Janu-
ary. The omnibus appropriations bill 
did not pass until October. What hap-
pened between January and October is 
that it became clear that the Russians 
were not going to negotiate for the re-
moval of plutonium from their country 
unless money was put on the table to 
help visibly finance those efforts. 

So in the conference on the omnibus 
appropriation bill, Senator DOMENICI 
led the effort to insert the money, and 
he had the full, strong, four-square sup-
port of the administration. He had the 
support of the Energy Department. He 
had the support of the State Depart-
ment. He had the support of the White 
House. He had the support of OMB. It 
should not be stated otherwise on this 
floor. 

The fact is that the gentleman from 
Florida (Chairman YOUNG) now very 
well knows that he has in his posses-
sion various letters from the adminis-
tration, from the Secretary of Energy, 
from the Department of the Budget, 
which spell out in very clear terms 
that the administration believes it is of 
the highest priority that these funds 
not be rescinded. 

The administration has made quite 
clear in letters to the gentleman and to 
me that, without that money on the 
table, our ability to move forward in 
negotiations with the Russians to re-
move the threat of 15,000 nuclear weap-
ons that could be built from that loose 
plutonium, it has made quite clear 
that, if that rescission takes place, 
they put at risk our ability to get any 
results from those negotiations. 

So use any argument my colleague 
wants, I would say to the gentleman 
from Florida, but do not suggest that 
this is not a serious matter. Do not 
suggest that the administration is not 
four-square for the preservation of this 
money, because that is at variance 
with the facts.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I 
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS 
CHAPTER 1

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FARM SERVICE AGENCY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 

and Expenses’’, $42,753,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the en-
tire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-

tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order on the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida reserves a point of order. 

The Clerk will report the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STENHOLM:
Page 2, line 9 through line 12, Strike ‘‘Pro-

vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 3, line 8 through line 12, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 3, line 25 through line 2 of page 4, 
Strike ‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 4, line 21 through line 25, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 5, line 9 through line 13, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 5, line 17 through line 21, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 5, line 24 through line 3 of page 2, 
Strike ‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 6, line 6 through line 10, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 6, line 13 through line 17, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 6, line 20 through line 24, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’ 

Page 7, line 3 through line 7, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

Page 7, line 19 through line 22, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.000 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE5418 March 24, 1999
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

Page 8, line 4 through line 8, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

Page 9, line 24 through line 10 of page 10, 
Strike ‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended. Provided 
further, That the entire amount shall be 
available only to the extent an official budg-
et request for a specific dollar amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Con-
gress. 

Page 10, line 19 through line 23, Strike 
‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

Page 11, line 14 through line 17, Strike 
‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

Page 12, line 8 through line 12, Strike ‘‘Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to Section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended.’’

And on page 13, strike lines 3 through 10. 

Mr. STENHOLM (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment may be con-
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection.
POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) wish to be 
heard on his point of order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment. It violates the rules of 
the House as it in effect calls for the en 
bloc consideration of two different 
paragraphs in the bill. 

The precedents of the House are clear 
in this matter. Amendments to a para-
graph or section are not in order until 
such paragraph or section has been 
read. This is Cannons Precedents, vol-
ume 8, section 2354. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) desire to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
I do. I concede all of the points that 
the gentleman has raised. I will at the 
conclusion of being heard on the point 
of order ask unanimous consent that 
these rules be stricken today and that 
they be waived in order that we might 
expeditiously handle this bill before us 

today, because I believe it would be a 
lot more expeditious to deal with a 
one-time vote on the differences that 
some of us have regarding how we shall 
pay for these emergency declarations. I 
am just trying to be expedient and try 
to speed up the work of the House 
today. 

But if the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) insists on his point of 
order, or there will be an objection, 
then we must do it according to the 
rules, which I certainly intend to pay 
strict attention to all the rules of the 
House. 

But we are just saying that already 
in the debate we are hearing what the 
differences are, and my objection to 
the bill is how it is being paid for. That 
is what we want to strike. 

Basically what we are saying is we 
would rather have an across-the-board 
sequestration cut than to have two or 
three of these more egregious cuts. If 
by unanimous consent we can have a 
one-time or have my amendment car-
ried, we could have a good debate on 
this issue and settle it and not take up 
as much time of the House. 

So I ask unanimous consent of the 
gentleman might consider waiving the 
rules of the House in order that we 
might expeditiously consider the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will not 
entertain unanimous consent requests 
at this point. 

Does the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I do insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) makes a 
point of order that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM) amends portions of the 
bill not yet read for amendment. For 
the reasons stated by the gentleman 
from Florida, which are recorded in 
chapter 27, section 9.1, of Procedure in 
the House of Representatives, the point 
of order is sustained. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
then would ask unanimous consent 
that these rules that have been ob-
jected to, that I have readily conceded, 
might be in order; that we might expe-
ditiously proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to present consideration of the amend-
ment just ruled out on a point of order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I must reluctantly object to the 
unanimous consent request, and we 
will go by the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STENHOLM:
On page 2, strike lines 9 through 12. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment, then, begins the process of 

talking about the difficulties that 
some of us are having. In this case, in-
terestingly enough, it is the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and it is the agri-
cultural funds that are in question, the 
amount for salaries and expenses for 
the necessary employees to deliver the 
Emergency Disaster Program that we 
passed last fall and is now still await-
ing execution. 

Obviously I reluctantly offer this 
amendment, but by the same token, 
the argument that I made before in 
general debate and I will make again 
now, I believe that the emergency 
should be stricken. I happen to agree 
with the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman YOUNG) when he says we 
should pay for these emergency spend-
ing. My difference is I disagree with 
the manner in which the majority has 
chosen to pay for it. Two or three of 
those I think will do irreparable harm 
to this country’s best interest. 

But specifically speaking to agri-
culture, I think, for any reason, for the 
United States to call into question cap-
ital available for countries of the world 
that are struggling and that different 
financial institutions might consider 
to be creditworthy, and that if they are 
considered creditworthy, they might 
then be able to borrow money in order 
to buy that which we have produced in 
the United States. 

As Chairman Greenspan pointed out 
in an eloquent speech last week, our 
problems with agriculture have been 
because our markets have dried up. He 
pointed out, and others are pointing 
out, that we are playing with fire when 
we begin to take what appears to be an 
innocuous, harmless something that we 
can attack as being foreign aid and 
that there is no repercussions, that 
there is no price to be paid. 

I happen to believe very strongly 
that we are playing with fire. If the 
majority succeeds in these offsets 
today, it will do far more damage to 
American agriculture and farmers than 
whether or not there is a delay on pro-
viding the credit, because it will be a 
short delay. We have already passed 
unanimously in this House a couple 
weeks ago the Combest-Stenholm 
amendment in which we recognized 
that. 

But here again, my argument would 
be, and what I ask unanimous consent 
for, is to just agree that the President 
asked that all of these be considered 
emergency. Do not blame the President 
for the impasse we have today. He has 
already declared it. 

The majority has said we do not be-
lieve we ought to breach the spending 
by declaring it emergency, a perfectly 
logical decision to be made. I happen to 
agree. 

The difference we have is how should 
we pay for it? I believe in an across-
the-board cut in every account would 
be a much more logical and helpful way 
for us to progress. Even there, there 
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are some offsets that I am sure that 
the committee can, in fact they have 
come up with some that makes sense, 
and, therefore, they can in the con-
ference make those adjustments with 
the Senate and hold it down as much as 
we can as far as the across-the-board 
cuts. 

That is all that I am saying today. 
That is my point of my amendment 
today. I will be offering this amend-
ment. I would rather have done it en 
bloc, but I understand the rules, and I 
understand the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman YOUNG), and I appreciate his 
handling of this. 

But I would seriously say to my col-
leagues, please consider what we are 
saying and do not look at this as some-
thing that we can take frivolously of 
which there are no prices to be paid. 
This Member’s humble judgment is 
that there is a potential very high 
price to be paid and that there is a bet-
ter way for paying for this today. That 
is my argument, and I would ask sup-
port for my amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
STENHOLM). 

Mr. Chairman, as I read this, what he 
is striking is from line 9 to 12, striking 
‘‘Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement’’, and it goes on to 
give the citations of the referenced 
Budget Act. 

I am not exactly sure what the gen-
tleman is trying to accomplish here, 
except I believe what he wants to do is 
to eliminate the offsets that we have 
suggested from the Committee on Ap-
propriations and replace them with an 
across-the-board cut. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. The gentleman has explained the 
intent of what I would like to accom-
plish today as perfectly and honestly 
as I could have done it. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman very much 
for that. His credentials in attempting 
to be very careful and responsible with 
the taxpayers’ money is certainly well 
known throughout the Congress. 

But I would have to say, and the rea-
son that I oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment is that the committee was 
very careful in working with all of the 
subcommittees to find these offsets of 
unobligated funds that would not be 
spent in fiscal year 1999; and if they 
were spent in 1999, they might find 
their way into some wasteful spending 
program in the following year. So the 
money was not going to be spent this 
year. The committee and the Congress 
should make these decisions. 

But across-the-board cuts are, frank-
ly, the easy way out. Any time we have 

a problem with paying for a supple-
mental or reducing spending, putting 
an across-the-board amendment up is 
the easy way to go, but that takes the 
Congress out of the procedure. 

When we are doing an across-the-
board cut, then the administration and 
the agencies, they will decide where to 
make those cuts. Frankly, I do not 
want to give up the responsibility that 
the American people have given the 
Congress in our Constitution, to be re-
sponsible for the appropriated funds 
and the appropriation of those funds. 

So, on that basis, I really have to ob-
ject to the gentleman’s amendment 
and suggest that we stay with the off-
sets that have been identified, that 
have been studied, that have been thor-
oughly scrubbed and are responsible 
offsets rather than relying on an 
across-the-board cut.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I just have to say that 
I am very confused by the position 
taken by the majority party on the 
Stenholm amendment. 

b 1230
This is the first time in at least a few 

days that I have seen the same train 
trying to run in both directions on the 
same track simultaneously. And yet 
that is what the gentleman is arguing. 

One minute they are arguing their 
offsets do not do anything because the 
money is not going to be spent next 
year; the next minute they are arguing 
that their offsets are meaningful. Now, 
I do not know which argument is cor-
rect. I can debate somebody who is tak-
ing only one position at a time; I do 
not know how to debate somebody who 
takes two positions at the same time. 
That gets a little difficult. 

So it just seems to me that while I do 
not believe the Stenholm amendment 
is necessary because I believe that 
these items, getting assistance to our 
farmers, given the collapse in their 
prices, is an emergency; it may not be 
to a comfortable Member of Congress, I 
think it is very much an emergency to 
those farmers; and I certainly believe 
that what happened with the hurricane 
was an emergency. 

So I do not believe the Stenholm 
amendment is necessary, but if this bill 
is going to do what it pretends to do, 
then the Stenholm amendment is con-
sistent whereas the base bill itself is 
not, and I think Members need to un-
derstand that. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my friend from Wis-
consin. He is known for a number of 
things here, his insight and his par-
liamentary sharpness, but he is not al-
ways known for his sense of etiquette. 
That is his problem here. He has been 
eavesdropping. 

The people on the other side have 
been making two arguments; one is for 
the conservative Republicans, in which 
they talk about how they have offset 
this bill; then there is another argu-
ment they make for everybody else in 
which they point out that the offsets 
will have no impact, either fiscally or 
any other way. 

The problem is the gentleman from 
Wisconsin has, inappropriately per-
haps, eavesdropped on the arguments 
that were not meant for his ears. Those 
were meant for the CATs, and it is not 
surprising that the gentleman’s hear-
ing did not quite understand it. 

So when the other side is arguing 
that these offsets are really very im-
portant offsets, they are talking to 
conservative Republicans. Naturally, 
my friend from Wisconsin would not 
understand that. But when they talk 
then about how the offsets really do 
not mean anything, that they do not 
really save any money or really pre-
vent any spending that would have oc-
curred anyway, then they are talking 
to the other side. 

So that, I think, might help the gen-
tleman with his dilemma. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, it reminds me of an umpire 
who calls the runner both safe and out 
at the same time. He is trying to sat-
isfy both sides, but it leaves the audi-
ence very confused. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
further, perhaps this is a new civility. 
When there is a sharp division, we try 
to please both sides equally, and the 
fact it does not make any logical sense 
is simply a quibble.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in support 
of the emergency aid and in opposition 
to these offsets. 

Mr. Speaker, an emergency is an 
emergency. Hurricane Mitch hit a half 
a year ago in Central America and we 
are here today arguing emergency re-
lief because of the offsets. We still have 
in Central America 2.4 million, almost 
2.5 million people that are displaced or 
homeless. That is bigger than the popu-
lation of a lot of States that are rep-
resented here on the floor. Why are we 
being so cruel in this process of saying, 
in order to help people that are dis-
abled and homeless, in an area where 
we need to get the infrastructure and 
the economy going, that we have to pe-
nalize our domestic programs? 

The epicenter for the 1989 earthquake 
in California, the Loma Prieta earth-
quake, was in my district. Do my col-
leagues know that we received aid from 
Japan, aid from Mexico, aid from Euro-
pean countries? They came to Cali-
fornia, probably the richest State in 
the United States, because we were in 
a disaster and they knew we needed 
help. 

We have 23 other nations that have 
responded to Central America. Some of 
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these have debt with those nations, bi-
lateral debt, far greater than what we 
have. And yet Brazil is able to give $179 
million in debt forgiveness; France, 
$127 million; Sweden, small Sweden, $45 
million; and the United States, the 
richest country of all, debt forgiveness 
is $41 million. 

My colleagues have constituents who 
wrote checks to the International Red 
Cross; millions of dollars were received 
by the Salvation Army for relief in 
Latin America, and these donors did 
not talk about offsets. The men and 
women from our districts who are now 
in Central America working with the 
nongovernmental organizations, who 
have taken time off, are not asking for 
offsets. The 23,000 American troops and 
National Guardsmen who are building 
roads and bridges, who are building 
medical clinics, who are building 
schools, who are working at a 2-and-3-
week period of time, are not asking for 
offsets. 

It is really a sad day that we are here 
debating an emergency bill because of 
offsets, and it leads us to wonder 
whether the only time we are ever 
going to be able to respond to an emer-
gency without offsets is if we declare 
war. I oppose the offsets.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida, the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me. My friend, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), and I have 
sometimes misunderstood each other, 
and I want to make sure that he does 
not misunderstand what I am saying 
about the offsets. 

Yes, these offsets are real, but they 
are offsets from funds that were not 
going to be obligated in fiscal year 1999 
anyway. So they are real, and the fact 
that they were not going to be obli-
gated says that we are not really dam-
aging those programs. 

But now when the gentleman from 
Wisconsin talks about how we are sup-
porting two different versions of some-
thing at the same time, I have been sit-
ting here wondering what he means. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) is strongly against offsetting the 
emergency funding in this bill, but at 
the same time he is supporting the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) that eliminates 
the declaration of emergency as he pro-
ceeds to get an across-the-board cut. 
That is where I am a little confused 
with his position. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Did the gentleman hear 
me say I was supporting the Stenholm 
amendment? I never said that. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I am glad to 
hear that. 

Mr. OBEY. I do not think that the 
Stenholm amendment is necessary, but 
I believe it is preferable to the base 
bill. There is a distinction. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman from Kansas will 
continue to yield, I am glad to hear the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
joins us in opposition to the Stenholm 
amendment. 

I would also like to say to my friend, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
FARR), and incidentally the gentleman 
from California was part of the delega-
tion who went to Central America at 
my request a week and a half ago, and 
came back with a very glowing report. 
And I can understand why he would 
want to appropriate these monies with-
out offsetting, and I think that that 
sentiment would run through this 
House. 

This is a true emergency. But the 
problem is the leaders of the party of 
the gentleman from California in the 
House and in the Senate, the leaders of 
my party in the House and in the Sen-
ate, and the leader of the free world at 
the White House, the President of the 
United States, have all said we are 
going to live within the 1997 budget 
caps. And I say to my colleagues that 
unless we get serious about making off-
sets on some of these programs, we are 
not going to satisfy the President nor 
our own leaders in the House or the 
Senate, because we just cannot get to 
the 1997 budget caps unless we are will-
ing to make some tough choices in off-
setting some of the spending. 

I appreciate my friend from Kansas 
yielding to me, and I appreciate the 
work that he does as a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida, and I 
want to confirm that I stand with him 
in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a little bit curious 
now, having heard the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations saying 
that these in fact are real offsets but, 
as I understand it, they will not affect 
spending in this fiscal year. Now, they 
are offsetting, as I understand it, 
spending that will be in this fiscal 
year. 

So I would like members of the com-
mittee to explain to me where, at what 
point will they be offsetting spending? 
What spending will these offsets avoid? 
When would that spending have oc-
curred, and what will be the con-
sequences of these offsets? Because I 
would like to get a focus. 

So they apparently will not have an 
effect in this fiscal year but we will be 

offsetting next year. Would someone 
from the Committee on Appropria-
tions, I will be glad to yield, explain to 
me exactly what is being offset? If not 
this year, when will it be offset and 
what will be offset? 

Well, I guess I will go unsatisfied in 
my quest for specifics. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin, the 
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the ma-
jority party will not respond to the 
gentleman’s question, let me give the 
gentleman my understanding of what 
the situation is. 

The majority party pretends that by 
cutting $648 million in callable capital 
they are reducing the deficit. But as 
the gentleman knows, the deficit is 
measured only by what we actually 
outlay in any given year. And the fact 
is that the estimate of the outlay sav-
ings for that item, according to CBO, is 
zero dollars saved. 

Secondly, with respect to the Export-
Import item, they pretend because 
they are cutting $25 million in budget 
authority that they are saving a cor-
responding amount. In fact, CBO says 
they will save at most $3 million from 
that item. 

With respect to PL–480, they claim 
that $30 million will be saved because 
of budget authority cuts, but in fact 
that translates only into a deficit re-
duction of $16 million. 

Then we get to the nuclear weapons 
item. Our friends on the majority side 
say, do not worry, this money is not 
going to be spent this year anyway, so 
we will not hurt these nuclear agree-
ments. But the Congressional Budget 
Office says that there they are going to 
take an $80 million outlay cut in those 
proposals this year. 

So it seems to me that not only are 
their arguments inconsistent, they are 
inaccurate. And if they are right or 
wrong, the result in real world terms is 
most destructive in terms of the confu-
sion that will be caused in the inter-
national markets and the setback that 
will be provided to our efforts to rid 
the world of plutonium which can 
make 15,000 nuclear weapons. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, and I 
will yield to the gentleman from Kan-
sas in a second, but I just want to say, 
and I appreciate this, it does seem to 
me we have seen an unusual logical 
feat here. 

The majority has presented two very 
inconsistent arguments, both of which 
are wrong. It is hard to do that. It is 
hard to be on opposite sides of the 
question and get it wrong from both di-
rections. 

Because it sounds to me like for 
much of what the chairman was de-
scribing these are offsets which will in 
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fact save no money this year, but will 
cause us some harm and some damage 
in the understanding in the inter-
national community about what is 
available to the World Bank and the 
other banks. So we will accomplish 
nothing concretely but cause some dif-
ficulty in the process of accomplishing 
nothing. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to say to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, I do have a copy of the 
bill and it does outline what the offsets 
are. If the gentleman is curious about 
which ones are there, I do not think 
that is a problem. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, I have to respond to 
that point, and then I will yield fur-
ther. 

I understood that, but I understood 
the chairman to say with regard to a 
couple of the offsets that they would 
not stop us from spending any money 
that we were going to be spending in 
this fiscal year, and I guess that is a 
wonderful kind of offset. Let us have 
offsets that we can claim as offsets but 
do not reduce any spending. 

Maybe the gentleman from Florida 
could suggest a diet for me, because I 
would love to find the caloric equiva-
lent of those fiscal offsets. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, what 
the chairman is referring to is unobli-
gated funds, money that will not be 
spent and that we will keep from 
spending by rescission. 

But I want to address callable cap-
ital. That is a fund, money sitting in 
an account, $12 billion sitting there, 
and this money will then go to a higher 
priority to help the people in Central 
America. And if it is not a real outlay, 
then why did the Secretary of the 
Treasury come to Capitol Hill and ex-
press his concerns about this outlay? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin in a minute, 
but I want to say two things. 

First of all, it is not a real outlay in 
this fiscal year. It is not a real dispute. 
No one says it is going to be a real out-
lay. The chairman said we are not 
planning to spend it; we are going to 
set it aside. 

I believe what the Secretary of the 
Treasury was citing was the uncer-
tainty and confusion it will cause in 
the international community and the 
financial community if we rescind our 
obligation to make that available when 
it is going to be needed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
simply say that what the Treasury 
Secretary is saying, and I would re-
spectfully suggest that he probably 
knows more about international fi-
nance than all of the Members of this 
House put together on both sides of the 
aisle; the Secretary of the Treasury is 
telling us is that this money, indeed, 
will not be spent. 

Callable capital is never meant to be 
spent. It has never been spent in the 
history of the international financial 
institutions.

b 1245 

It is there simply to send the mes-
sage that the full faith and credit of 
the United States stands behind those 
financial institutions so that they can 
provide the credit necessary to keep 
our export markets going. 

And when we, for the first time in 
our country’s history, withdraw pre-
viously appropriated callable capital, 
we bring into question our commit-
ment to those processes. That in turn 
creates the likelihood that interest 
rates are going to be raised in those 
markets, and that means that we wind 
up shrinking our own export markets. 
Why that is smart is beyond me. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I do 
want to note, and I am interested, the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) 
has learned a lesson from the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) about 
the cancelability of callable capital but 
he has apparently learned it too well. 

And at some point I guess the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is 
going to explain the difference between 
$640 million of callable capital which 
does not mean anything and $800 mil-
lion which does. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT). 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to say we are not rescinding the full 
faith and credit of the United States 
with our diminishing that fund that is 
out there somewhere. The full faith 
and credit of the United States remains 
intact. It is not diminished by this bill. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank 
the gentleman for that. In other words, 
we are just as obligated to spend the 
money without this so-called offset. So 
now the offset is getting to the dimin-
ishing side. 

The gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT) has just said, as he under-
stands it, whatever our obligation is 
under our full faith and credit is the 
same, so the offset has suddenly dis-
appeared.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Texas is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

just want to try to clarify again why I 
am offering the amendment. And pre-
cisely why I am offering this amend-
ment is the possibility that the capital 
that is being rescinded might be needed 
in order to maintain agricultural mar-
kets. 

It is precisely that reason, that just 
in case we find this year that that cap-
ital will be needed, I want it to be 
available. And I think it makes much 
more sense for this body to have that 
capital available in case agriculture or 
any other producers of anything in the 
United States might benefit by who-
ever might use that capital that it 
might be available. 

And we are kind of into the never-
never land here, because if this really 
was emergency spending, this debate 
would not even be taking place here 
today. I happen to believe it is emer-
gency. But I happen to believe at this 
stage in the budget debate that we 
need to pay for all expenditures, even 
emergency spending, and that is why I 
am here striking ‘‘emergency’’. 

The President asked this be emer-
gency and not be offset. Some folks on 
both sides of the aisle believe it ought 
to be offset. I believe that unless we 
strike the particular offsets and do an 
across-the-board cut, we are playing 
with fire that will far more damage ag-
riculture this year than any of the 
problems associated with the amend-
ment that I offer in striking the funds 
for salaries, et cetera, at this time. 
That is the record. 

And I could not agree more with the 
chairman a moment ago in his expla-
nation of what he is doing and why, be-
cause he and I agree on this. But this 
does not take Congress off the hook. 
My amendment puts Congress on the 
hook, because my colleague and I both 
know that if we have across-the-board 
cuts, some things are going to be very 
meaningful. Some areas of the budget 
will have much more meaningful cuts 
than others because some are tighter 
than others. 

So I do not say I am trying to take 
anybody off the hook. I am saying I am 
willing to put us on the hook, and I 
think across-the-board cuts are much 
more doable. I do not want to use the 
word ‘‘honest.’’ I just believe that they 
put Congress in a more responsible way 
of saying, yes, we want to pay for, we 
want to live within the caps and we 
mean it. 

And I thanked the chairman a mo-
ment ago for agreeing that that is his 
interpretation of what I am trying to 
do. We have a difference on this. But to 
those who argue that this capital unex-
pended is not going to have any effect 
on Kansas wheat farmers this summer, 
be careful, be careful when they make 
that argument in case they win. 
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Because if the economy of the world 

should turn around and go even worse, 
Mr. Greenspan, in what he has warned 
us, and let me just quote: ‘‘The dis-
appointing export developments and 
pressures on farm prices over the past 
few quarters can be traced to an impor-
tant degree to the recession that began 
in Asia more than a year and a half ago 
and has since spread to other regions of 
the world. Falling shipments to Asian 
countries accounted for more than 80 
percent in the drop of value of farm ex-
ports over the past 2 years.’’ 

Let us be careful what we do today. 
There are real prices to be paid if we 
are in error. I believe an across-the-
board cut would be much sounder for 
national policy and agriculture policy 
than what is being suggested by the 
majority bill.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

I want to say to my friend from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) I know the sin-
cerity of what he is doing, and what he 
and I are trying to do is not that dif-
ferent. The only real difference is the 
source of the offsets. 

Let me explain again. Because when 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) was speaking, he confused 
what I was trying to do. But let me re-
iterate what it is that the committee 
bill is trying to do here. 

The offsets that we recommend in 
this bill are monies that have been ap-
propriated, and most of the money for 
those programs will be spent in fiscal 
year 1999. But portions of that appro-
priated money, money that has already 
been appropriated, will not be obli-
gated in fiscal year 1999. And because 
this is ‘‘no-year money’’, if you allow 
me to use that phrase that appropri-
ators use and budgeters use, ‘‘no-year 
money,’’ those funds will eventually 
end up being spent somewhere. So we 
are just going to take advantage of 
those unobligated funds and use them 
now to meet this emergency. 

Then I would like to say to my friend 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) that should 
a real emergency arrive in agricultural 
areas of our country, I can assure him, 
as chairman of this committee, that we 
will respond quickly to any request 
from Members or from the administra-
tion that would deal with any emer-
gency in agriculture or any other 
emergency, for that matter, in the 
United States. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I rise to oppose the 
amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me bring out one 
point, too. As has been said by a lot of 
speakers here, the money proposed for 
rescission has been appropriated. We 
are not reneging on the obligation that 
we still have for these banks. 

We are the only country of all the 
participating countries that are par-
ticipating in these banks that has ap-
propriated the money. None of the 
other countries have appropriated it. 
And yet the actuaries or bond rating 
agencies are saying, ‘‘We are concerned 
because the United States is with-
drawing an appropriated amount of 
money.’’

We are not diminishing the obliga-
tion. We only represent 16 percent of 
all of the callable capital of the Asian 
Development Bank, which means that 
if they have to call up $1,000 in new 
callable capital, then other nations 
have to put up $840 of that and we must 
put up $160. So the other countries 
have not put that money in a reserve 
account. 

So why is this a detriment to the 
international banking community, if 
we are the only country who has done 
this and it was done many, many years 
ago, and it has never been called? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), if in fact this bill does 
fully offset the new expenditures in the 
bill, then why does the bill need an 
emergency designation? Is it not true 
that it would have no emergency des-
ignation if in fact these items were 
fully offset? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I think I explained this once be-
fore but I would be happy to do it 
again. 

The emergency designation was es-
tablished by our own Budget Impound-
ment and Control Act, or whatever it is 
referred to as these days, and it does 
provide for an emergency designation, 
that if the Congress determines there 
is an emergency and if the President 
signs off and agrees that it is an emer-
gency, then the monies appropriated do 
not have to be offset. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would yield further, but he 
claims they are fully offsetting them, 
so then they do not need the emer-
gency designation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield to me, I was in the middle of my 
explanation so only half of it is fin-
ished. 

The other part is that I have no ob-
jection to saying that this is an emer-
gency. We are responding to an emer-

gency. So having the emergency des-
ignation in the bill, as requested by the 
President of the United States, does 
not give me any heartburn at all. 

I think we should say that we are re-
sponding to an emergency. We just go a 
step further, and we say that we should 
offset and pay for this emergency. That 
is the difference. If the emergency des-
ignation is there or is not there, I do 
not think it is going to have any effect 
on this bill, at least as it is before the 
House today. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the fact is 
that the reason they need the emer-
gency designation is that they do not 
fully offset this. In fact, this bill will 
add $445 million to the debt and to the 
deficit because they do not fully offset 
it. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, we do not fully offset it, and we 
will discuss where we do not fully off-
set it in a further debate. 

The gentleman is absolutely correct, 
we do not offset the amount of money 
that we appropriate in this bill for the 
Army and the military services who 
immediately responded to that emer-
gency in Central America, the same 
ones is pulled the kids out of the mud, 
who pulled the people out of the flood-
ed rivers, who brought potable water to 
the area so that people could have 
water to drink that was sanitary. 

That is correct, we are not sug-
gesting that we offset that because 
that is a true emergency, and we will 
debate that later. But we do not need 
to offset defense appropriations any 
more. We have already done damage to 
our military over the years by reduced 
budgets and by making us offset de-
ployments of American troops that are 
sent all over the world. I am going to 
strenuously object to offsetting any 
more funds that the Defense Depart-
ment is required to spend because they 
are sent on a mission, no matter where 
it might be, whether or not it deals di-
rectly with the security of our Nation. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would yield further, I would 
simply say that response is incorrect. 
The offsets for the military only are 
$195 million. The add-on to the deficit 
under their bill is $455 million. So they 
still have not fully offset this bill and 
they ought to quit pretending that 
they have. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am puzzled. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.) 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I hear the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) say, the 
way this bill is worded, this cancella-
tion of the callable capital will not pre-
vent any money from being spent that 
would otherwise have been spent this 
year, that is, it does not cancel any 
proposed spending for the year and it 
does not reduce our obligation. 

The gentleman is the chairman of the 
committee. He says the full faith and 
credit is still there. So if it does not 
stop any spending that was going to 
happen this year and it does not pre-
vent any spending in the future, how 
did it become an offset? What is it off-
setting? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it is offset because 
we have already appropriated the 
money and it is sitting there in the ac-
count. So we are taking it out of the 
appropriation account and putting it 
back into the general fund. 

Let me make a brief comment in my 
final minute here on something that 
the gentleman said earlier on the floor. 
Did I hear the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) say that some 
Members of Congress have the audacity 
to be speaking out of both sides of 
their mouths? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman would con-
tinue to yield, what struck me was not 
that they were speaking out of both 
sides of their mouth but that they were 
equally inaccurate. Usually people get 
it right one out of two. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I cannot help but 
marvel at the fact that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts is accusing any 
Member of this body, Republican or 
Independent or Democrat, of speaking 
out of both sides of their mouth. This 
may be an historic occasion for this 
Congress. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman spoke very factually 
a moment ago. But precisely because 
America is one of the few if not the 
only country in the world that has 
been backing these institutions is why 
I offer the amendment today. 

b 1300
Because I worry that if we, this body, 

should call into question the reliability 
of whether we will be there, I worry 
about the effect of that. That is pre-
cisely why I offer the amendment. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, we will be there. We 
are also leaving a sufficient amount of 
money in reserve in the event of any 
emergency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 77, noes 345, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 9, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 67] 

AYES—77 

Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bereuter 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Clayton 
Condit 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Danner 
Davis (IL) 
Delahunt 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Ford 
Gonzalez 
Goode 

Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hinchey 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kind (WI) 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
McCarthy (MO) 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Meehan 
Minge 
Moakley 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Pelosi 

Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Roemer 
Rush 
Sanchez 
Sawyer 
Schaffer 
Shows 
Sisisky 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (WA) 
Stabenow 
Stenholm 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thurman 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vento 
Watt (NC) 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—345

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 

Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 

Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 

Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 

Millender-
McDonald 

Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 

Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2 

Frank (MA) Sabo 

NOT VOTING—9 

Barrett (NE) 
Brown (CA) 
Fletcher 

Lowey 
Myrick 
Peterson (PA) 

Slaughter 
Stupak 
Weldon (PA) 

b 1318 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. COBURN, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York and Mr. 
OLVER changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ 
to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. EMER-
SON and Messrs. KIND, SMITH of 
Michigan, WATT of North Carolina, 
JEFFERSON and POMEROY changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 

on rollcall vote No. 67, the amendment from 
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the gentleman from Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, I 
inadvertently voted ‘‘aye.’’ I would like the 
RECORD to reflect I intended to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment made in order under the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment made in order by House Reso-
lution 125 offered by Mr. OBEY:

Page 13, strike lines 3 through 10 (relating 
to Department of Agriculture, Public Law 
480 Program and Grant Accounts.) 

Page 13, strike lines 11 through 18 (relating 
to Department of Energy, Atomic Energy 
Defense Activities, Other Defense Activi-
ties). 

Page 15, strike lines 16 through 25 (relating 
to International Financial Institutions, Re-
duction in Callable Capital Appropriations). 

Page 18, strike lines 9 through 13 (relating 
to Export-Import Bank of the United 
States). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very complicated, as the 
vote on the previous amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM) indicated, so I apolo-
gize for the fact that I will have to ask 
for an extension of time to complete 
my remarks in explaining it. 

Mr. Chairman, sometime in the near 
future, as we all know, we are likely to 
be in a state of high confrontation a 
quarter of the world away, in Kosovo 
and in Serbia. Of all the times, this is 
the least desirable moment for the 
United States credibility to be ques-
tioned. Yet the action that this Con-
gress is taking today on this bill will 
bring into question our commitment to 
the international financial institutions 
that we built at the end of World War 
II in order to try to stabilize the 
world’s economy. It will also bring into 
question our commitment to work out 
in negotiations with the Russians to 
see to it that 50 tons of weapons-grade 
plutonium is converted to a more safe 
use in nuclear power plants. So I am of-
fering this amendment to remove the 
foremost egregious offsets that the ma-
jority party has inserted in this bill. 

Very simply, Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment eliminates the cut of $25 
million in the Export-Import Bank 
funding because I believe that we 
should not be disarming ourselves in 
protecting American jobs and in pro-
tecting our markets abroad. That is 
what we do when we reduce the amount 
of money in the Export-Import Bank 
war chest, which is there for the pur-
pose of sending a signal to the world 
that if other countries artificially sub-
sidize exports by their corporations 
into world markets, we will use that 
money to do the same, so that we do 
not lose jobs in the process.

The second thing this amendment 
will do is to say that we will not at a 
time when our farmers have seen huge 
drops in their market prices, we will 

not choose this time to cut back on 
Public Law 480 funds. This is the device 
we use to try to facilitate the export of 
American farm products abroad. The 
amendment does two other things. It 
says that we will not add to the uncer-
tainty of international financial mar-
kets, by for the first time in our his-
tory rescinding previously-appro-
priated callable capital funds. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has al-
ready indicated if this provision re-
mains in the bill, this bill will be ve-
toed, and it should be vetoed. We can-
not afford to add uncertainty to inter-
national financial markets. 

Fourth, what this amendment would 
do is to eliminate the $150 million re-
scission which will in the words of our 
own Department of Energy and in the 
words of our arms negotiators make it 
much less likely for us to be able to re-
sume negotiations with the Russians 
on the conversion of that plutonium 
which is now within the borders of Rus-
sia, to convert that plutonium to a use 
other than for the purpose of building 
15 to 25,000 more nuclear weapons.

b 1330 

I think it is imperative that this 
Congress support this action this after-
noon. 

What I think is really happening here 
is this: We know that the gentleman 
from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) tried 
to bring a bill to the floor which would 
have been a bipartisan bill, but he was 
then given different orders by his 
House leadership. 

He is being a good soldier, but we 
know that if the Committee on Appro-
priations had been left to its own de-
vices, we would have a far different bill 
before us here this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY 
was allowed to proceed for 4 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, what we 
really have here is this: The House 
could have produced a bill which would 
have epitomized cooperation between 
the executive and legislative branches 
on an item that the President felt was 
an emergency. Instead, because of the 
instructions given to my good friend, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), the Congress is instead choos-
ing to follow the path once again of 
confrontation with the President. It is 
setting up a bill which is going to be 
vetoed, which will get no help to any-
body. 

Secondly, let me make this observa-
tion: We have had various Republican 
voices say that this administration’s 
foreign policy is faulty. I will be the 
first to admit it is far from perfect, but 
I would suggest that this action comes 
after a series of other actions taken by 
the majority party which calls into le-
gitimate question its understanding of 

the world or its willingness to recog-
nize our responsibility to lead. 

This is the same party that has re-
fused to pay our bills at the United Na-
tions, which brings into question our 
leadership capacity in that institution. 
It is the same party which for over a 
year held up action on the Inter-
national Monetary Fund request by the 
President. That action again added un-
certainty, especially in the Asian mar-
kets, and made it more difficult for us 
to sell our products in those markets. 

It is the same party that has really 
at various times come at the Bosnia 
and Kosovo questions from both sides. 
Now it is the same party which is say-
ing that we ought to bring into ques-
tion our commitment to support the 
international financial institutions, 
and their role, after all, is to help sta-
bilize international markets primarily 
for our benefit. We started those insti-
tutions so we would not have to carry 
the full load. 

Lastly, the majority party is also at-
tempting to put roadblocks in the way 
of the administration’s ability to nego-
tiate that crucial plutonium agree-
ment. It just seems to me that on that 
issue alone, this amendment ought to 
be passed. If this amendment is not 
passed, the bill before us should be 
voted down. 

There is no rational reason to take 
$150 million off the table at a time 
when we put that there in order to 
make certain that the Russians would 
come back to the negotiating table. 

I understand that the staff of the sub-
committee is unhappy because they 
were not involved in the original deci-
sion to include this money in the Om-
nibus bill, but I think that staff pique 
over that issue is not sufficient reason 
to put our national interest at question 
when it comes to dealing with this plu-
tonium question. 

I would urge, in the name of responsi-
bility, that the House vote for this 
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we actually 
could have gone ahead with a vote be-
cause we really have debated these 
issues all morning long. I am going to 
speak to just one of the issues and then 
other Members of the Committee on 
Appropriations will address several of 
the others. 

The concern that the gentleman has 
expressed about the PL–480 program, 
this bill includes a $30 million rescis-
sion this program and as I have repeat-
edly said throughout this debate this 
should not cause any problem on that 
side of the aisle, certainly not at the 
White House. In fact, there have been 
very substantial carryovers in this ac-
count for the last few years. In fact, in 
1999, there was a $40 million carryover 
in the PL–480 account. 

The administration, the White 
House, has proposed cutting Title I 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.000 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 5425March 24, 1999
funding in half for the past 3 years, and 
Congress has restored most of the pro-
gram each year. So even with this re-
scission, the program will be operating 
substantially above the requested 
level. 

For fiscal year 2000, the administra-
tion has again proposed to cut Title I 
in half and to reduce the other two 
food aid programs, Title II and Title 
III. 

In testimony before the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies in 
recent weeks, the administration said 
these cuts would not cause any prob-
lems, in part because the administra-
tion has created a new food aid pro-
gram for Russia of more than $700 mil-
lion using funds from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

So ours is a responsible rescission, 
and we still have more money in the 
fund than the White House would have. 
The White House would certainly not 
attempt to cut these funds if they 
thought it was going to hurt the pro-
gram, because it is a good program, 
and I support the PL–480 program and I 
always have, even back years ago when 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and I used to debate on callable 
capital almost every day of our lives. I 
support the PL–480 program, and we do 
not do any damage to it because there 
was a $40 million carryover. So I would 
suggest that this is not a real argu-
ment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I am con-
fused as to whether the gentleman’s 
party intends to follow the CBO ac-
counting on these issues or not. 

Is not it, in fact, true that the CBO 
indicates that $16 million of the funds 
that the gentleman is rescinding 
would, in fact, be spent absent the re-
scission on the PL–480 issue? Is not 
that the case? 

Does not that, therefore, dem-
onstrate that those funds are needed? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I am not sure 
that I understand exactly the point 
that the gentleman is trying to make. 
All I am saying is that our rescission is 
less of a rescission than the adminis-
tration asked for when they sent their 
budget up here. 

Mr. OBEY. The point I am trying to 
make is this: The gentleman is saying 
this will have no significant pro-
grammatic impact, and the gentleman 
has indicated numerous times that this 
money is not going to be spent anyway. 

The fact is the Congressional Budget 
Office, which scores these items for all 
of us, indicates that, in fact, $16 mil-
lion of that would, in fact, be spent 
without the rescission; that $16 million 
which is unavailable to assist Amer-
ican farmers in exporting their prod-

ucts, and if ever they need assistance 
to export their products this is the 
time. 

The administration did not volunteer 
to support the agricultural funds that 
were provided in last year’s supple-
mental either, but both parties ran to 
do that because we recognized the se-
vere need out in farm country. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The key issue 
here is how much money is left in Title 
I of the PL–480 fund. The funds that are 
left there, in our opinion, are substan-
tial. 

Now, when we go to the CBO scoring 
issue, this is something that the gen-
tleman and I are going to have to work 
with very diligently over the next few 
weeks and few months because CBO 
scoring, as the gentleman well knows, 
is very much different than OMB’s 
scoring. 

We are going to have to deal with 
this great difference between the scor-
ing of the OMB and the CBO. We are 
not going to solve that problem here 
today. We will talk more about that to-
morrow when we deal with the budget 
resolution, but the gentleman is cor-
rect. CBO scoring is a serious problem 
that we are all going to have to face up 
to, especially since it is so different 
than OMB, but we will discuss that to-
morrow. 

This rescission is less of a rescission 
than the White House would make, and 
I am satisfied that there is more than 
enough money left to carry out the in-
tent of the PL–480 program.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Obey amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the House Repub-
licans have loaded up this bill, which 
should be noncontroversial, with all 
sorts of peculiar provisions. Remember, 
this bill was supposed to be a bill to 
help out the victims of Hurricanes 
Mitch and George and to provide loans 
to United States farmers hurt by low 
commodity prices, but instead the Re-
publicans have loaded it up with con-
troversial proposals that virtually 
guarantee a presidential veto. 

For whatever reason, the Repub-
licans have apparently decided to de-
mand offsets, that is, cuts in other pro-
grams, in order to ensure the emer-
gency relief that is in this bill. So they 
decided to use the bill, in other words, 
as a mechanism to target cuts for pro-
grams that the isolationist wing of the 
GOP simply does not like. 

Forget that we have a budget sur-
plus. Forget that we can afford to help 
our Central American neighbors and 
help our farmers here at home without 
having to slash these other programs. 

No. The House Republican leadership 
wants to use this bill to rescind pro-
grams for international financial 
banks, slash funding for safeguarding 
of dangerous nuclear weapons material 
from Russia and slash funding for glob-
al warming studies. 

First their supplemental would cut 
$150 million that would have been used 

to dismantle and safely store fissile 
material, bomb grade material, from 
thousands of Russian nuclear bombs. 
This is material which could be used 
for thousands of nuclear bombs. It 
could be sold to rogue nations or ter-
rorists for use against the United 
States. 

It is in our national interest to help 
the Russians dismantle their weapons 
and to store them in a form which is no 
longer usable for nuclear explosive pur-
poses. 

Just one week ago, the Republicans 
felt so strongly about the need to spend 
tens of billions of dollars on a dubious 
missile defense system to protect us 
against nuclear attack that they actu-
ally brought up a resolution to this 
floor saying that it was the policy of 
the United States to deploy a missile 
defense system. 

Now this week they are apparently 
no longer concerned about weapons of 
mass destruction except, of course, 
when it comes to blaming Bill Clinton 
for the fact that the Chinese spies had 
penetrated Los Alamos back during the 
Reagan and Bush administrations. 

Apparently it is Bill Clinton’s fault 
that the Governor of Arkansas failed to 
prevent the Chinese from penetrating 
Los Alamos during the Reagan and 
Bush administrations. 

So based upon the record of the last 
few weeks, we now find that the GOP is 
willing to spend billions on missile de-
fenses of doubtful utility, it is willing 
to blame Bill Clinton for things that 
happened when we had a Republican in 
the White House, but it is not even 
willing to spend even $150 million to 
dismantle nuclear warheads that might 
end up in the hands of Saddam Hussein 
or Slobodan Milosevic. 

Of course, if that ever happens I am 
sure that they will try to blame Bill 
Clinton that this money was cut. 

Right now we are in a very sensitive 
situation with the Russians. Russian 
Prime Minister Primakov actually has 
turned his flight around in mid-air on 
the way to the United States to protest 
the NATO plans to bomb the Serbians. 

At this point in time, do we really 
want to send the Russians the message 
that we are no longer interested in 
helping them dismantle their nuclear 
warheads? At this tense moment in our 
relations with Russia, is that really 
the message we want to send? 

Despite our disagreements with Rus-
sia over Serbia, we still have a vital 
national security interest in working 
with the Russians to prevent bomb 
grade materials from getting into the 
wrong hands. This bill undermines that 
effort. 

In addition to this fatal shortcoming, 
the Republican supplemental bill 
would rescind $648 million appropriated 
to guarantee the U.S. commitment to 
the World Bank, to the Asian Develop-
ment Bank and to the Inter-American 
Development Bank.
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b 1345 

Now we are living in a global econ-
omy. We can no longer insulate our-
selves from what happened around the 
world. If the economy of Russia or 
Brazil collapses, our stock market, our 
investors, feel the effects. If the finan-
cial markets conclude that this Con-
gress is walking away from its commit-
ments to sustained financial stability, 
then it would be a mistake. 

I hope that the Obey amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words.

Mr. Chairman, I think the rules of 
the House require that when we are 
speaking on this Floor, that we ought 
to address our comments to the Speak-
er or Chairman, and certainly during 
this debate the Chairman has paid 
close attention and probably better un-
derstands where we are than most any 
Member of the body. 

But just to reemphasize our position, 
let me just say that 30 to 40 odd years 
ago many nations got together and de-
cided that they would create these re-
gional multidevelopment banks. As 
they did in 1945 with the World Bank, 
each nation would put in some usable 
capital, which they did. This paid-in 
capital funded each bank’s initial oper-
ations. 

The Founding members told them to 
be responsible in their efforts; that 
when a bank loans this money to a for-
eign country, they should be able to 
pay it back. 

They told the banks: ‘‘We want you 
to remain solvent. Just in case, we are 
going to put up a designated amount of 
callable capital. In the event you get 
into a crisis and you need additional 
monies, you will be able to call on 
these various countries to receive addi-
tional capital, called callable capital.’’ 

The United States was the only na-
tion that chose at that time to put up 
these billions of dollars into a callable 
capital account, which has never been 
used. It has been sitting there unobli-
gated for all of these years. Congress 
stopped appropriating callable capital 
in 1980. 

The problem, I would suggest to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, is not really 
the rescission of the callable capital. 
This is not going to impact the sol-
vency of the bank. This is not going to 
do anything to the creditworthiness of 
the banks. 

The full faith and credit of the 
United States stands behind all capital 
subscriptions entered into by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, after authoriza-
tion by Congress. All of this $52.5 bil-
lion in callable capital for the World 
Bank and the Inter-American and 
Asian banks has been authorized by 
Congress. Only $11.5 billion has been 
appropriated. We are not rescinding the 
authorization. Whether or not 22 per-
cent or 21 percent of the callable cap-

ital is appropriated or not, the full 
faith and credit of the United States 
still stands, so we are not changing 
anything substantive. 

Naturally, the bond-raters would like 
to have the money sitting in the left-
hand drawer rather than the right-hand 
drawer. 

I should suggest to the people who 
are making the determination whether 
or not a multilateral bank is credit-
worthy to look into their loan port-
folio. Are the banks lending monies to 
countries—such as Russia—that cannot 
or will not pay it back? They ought to 
be concerned about that. I’d suggest 
that they consider the tremendous 
pressure to forgive all debt owed to 
MDBs by poor countries. I’d suggest 
they be concerned that there is no ap-
propriated callable capital for the Afri-
can, European, or North American de-
velopment banks. 

Are the multi-lateral development 
banks, in such sorry financial condi-
tion that they cannot be sure of their 
own solvency because of the bad loans 
they hold? We are not removing the 
full faith and credit of the United 
States, we are just taking the money 
back that we never needed to appro-
priate in the first place. 

Mr. Chairman, I would want to urge 
Members to vote against the Obey 
amendment. 

There has been some threat about a 
presidential veto. Let us keep in mind 
the whole scenario. The President went 
to Central America. The First Lady 
went to Central America. They are the 
ones who went and said, ‘‘help will be 
coming.’’ They are the ones that came 
up with the designated request for 
money that we are going to spend. 

I think that the President of the 
United States is not going to be in a 
position to veto a bill, just because we 
are rescinding some callable capital 
that has no substantive impact at all 
on the solvency of the bank. I know 
that the Secretary of the Treasury has 
indicated that he is going to rec-
ommend a veto. However, I do not 
think the President could stand on the 
world stage and say, ‘‘the Congress is 
giving me the Hurricane Mitch recon-
struction money, but I do not like 
where they are offsetting the money, 
so we are not going to accept the 
money and send it to help these people 
in Central America.’’ The President 
has not told me that. I do not think he 
has told anybody in the Congress that 
he is going to veto it. This is coming 
from the Secretary of the Treasury. 

If the President wants to veto the 
bill, tell him to veto it. Let him cut off 
the aid to these needy and desperate 
people in Central America. In my opin-
ion, he will not do it because he cannot 
do it, because this is not going to im-
pact the solvency of the banks. 

Secretary Rubin is aware of this. 
Secretary Rubin is more concerned 
about the precedent; the fact that if we 

do this a second time, we are going to 
be coming back in a few years trying to 
rescind more callable capital. He is 
concerned about the precedent, rather 
than the reality of the problem.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Obey amendment, thank the gentleman 
once again for his leadership in bring-
ing this to the Floor, and recognize our 
distinguished chairman for his first bill 
on the Floor, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

I regretfully disagree with my distin-
guished chair of the Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing 
and Related Programs, of which I am 
the ranking member. 

Just reviewing Mr. CALLAHAN’s own 
words at the end of his comments is an 
argument for the Obey amendment 
when he said, in his view, that Mr. 
Rubin, Secretary of the Treasury, was 
not concerned about this amount of 
money but about the precedent it 
would set. That is known as uncer-
tainty. Uncertainty is not a plus in the 
financial world. 

The crisis in Asia speaks to our not 
taking this money from callable cap-
ital for the multilateral development 
banks, in particular the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, because we need money for 
an emergency. 

As appropriators we all know the 
hard fights that go into determining 
what an appropriation will be for a par-
ticular year. We should respect that 
process. We thought these were impor-
tant priorities. We voted for this fund-
ing. Now, with this bill, we are saying, 
we did not need to spend that money 
anyway. 

We should respect the regular order, 
and the regular order says that under 
the budget agreement we have caps, 
yes, but we also provide for emer-
gencies not to be offset. 

As I have said earlier in my com-
ments against the bill as presented, if 
thousands of people die, millions of 
people homeless, entire economies 
wiped out in the countries hit by this 
storm, the hurricane, if that does not 
constitute an emergency, it is hard to 
see what would. There probably never 
would be an emergency, if the worst 
natural disaster to hit the Western 
Hemisphere is not considered an emer-
gency. 

What we are saying to the people of 
Central America is, we feel sorry for 
you but we do not consider you an 
emergency. 

Our process calls for our appro-
priating funds in a very deliberative 
process. It also calls for us to have this 
emergency fund, just as any family in 
America would have some savings for a 
rainy day. Well, the rainy day came to 
Central America, and it came again 
and again and again, and those people 
were wiped out, both their economies, 
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their personal lives, their homes, et 
cetera. 

What we want to do is to help rebuild 
their economies. With our assistance, 
we want them to develop the private 
sector. We want them to be self-reliant. 
We want certainly to provide the emer-
gency assistance to begin with, but we 
want them to develop their own econo-
mies. 

Why should we have to do that at the 
expense of the callable capital for the 
multilateral development banks, some 
of which lend into that area? Why 
should we do that by thrusting uncer-
tainty into the markets about the 
credit rating of these multilateral de-
velopment banks? 

The Secretary of the Treasury said 
he was recommending a veto to the 
President of the United States for this 
bill if the callable capital provision 
was in the bill, for reasons of dipping 
into that fund in the first place, and as 
a precedent, certainly, to make mat-
ters worse. 

So let us not try to gloss over the im-
portance of a credit rating. Let us not 
gloss over the importance of certainty 
versus uncertainty. That is why we ap-
propriated the money in the first place, 
because it needed to be there for us to 
do our share. If we pull the callable 
capital, what if the other countries do, 
too? Why is it not okay for them, if it 
is okay for us? 

We are getting on some dangerous 
territory here. I think we should not 
confuse the message by having two 
fights, here. What we are talking about 
is the very reasonable amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) that addresses the four 
areas we have talked about, one of 
them being the callable capital; an-
other, the Exim-Bank and the war 
chest of the Exim-Bank, again putting 
our assistance for trade or export fi-
nancing in doubt; the $40 million cut 
from development assistance; and the 
$45 million in cuts from Eastern Eu-
rope and the new independent states, 
just at a time when those countries are 
faced with such uncertainty. 

Why, facing one problem, are we 
making matters worse in other parts of 
the world, when what we should be 
doing is using the money that the 
American people think we have saved 
for a rainy day to help meet the needs 
of the people who are devastated by the 
consequences of Hurricane Mitch, the 
worst natural disaster in the history of 
the Western Hemisphere? Certainly it 
is an emergency. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Obey amendment.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, what I am under-
standing in this amendment is basi-
cally that the gentleman from Wis-
consin is opposed to any offsets, Mr. 
Chairman. He has sort of designated 

some of the bigger ones, and particu-
larly the Department of Energy defense 
activities, where there is $150 million. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has 
misstated my position. I am not op-
posed to all offsets. There are a number 
of offsets in this bill that I have no ob-
jection to. My amendment is aimed at 
the four that I consider to be the most 
egregious, but I am not opposed to all 
offsets. 

Mr. TIAHRT. If I may continue, Mr. 
Chairman, most of these four amend-
ments that the gentleman put forth, or 
the four items in the account that he 
has attacked, are about 90 or 95 percent 
of the offsets. 

The bottom line is, if we do not offset 
the bill, the money has to go from 
somewhere. It has to come from some-
where and go down to Central America. 
The only other amount of money that 
is available is the social security sur-
plus. So if we do not offset this money, 
it is going to come from social secu-
rity. 

I think if we stopped the average per-
son on the street in either Wisconsin or 
in Kansas and asked them, what would 
you rather spend your money on, social 
security or a foreign aid emergency, I 
think nine times out of ten they are 
going to say, we want to save social se-
curity. 

So what we are trying to do is save 
social security and still provide money 
for the people who need it very much 
down in Central America. 

Mr. Chairman, one of these accounts 
that we have heard so much about is 
the $150 million that was supposed to 
go to properly secure and store the ura-
nium or plutonium. There is still $375 
million in the account that the Depart-
ment of Energy has to properly store 
and properly secure uranium that is in 
Russia. 

There is some talk about putting the 
Nation at great risk because we were 
pulling back this $150 million. This $150 
million was not obligated. There was 
no plan to spend it during this year, 
and there has been no agreement on 
how plutonium is going to be properly 
secured and properly stored in the 
country of Russia, so we had no imme-
diate designation for this money. It 
was money that was put there, but now 
we are going to move it to a higher pri-
ority someplace where there is a great-
er need. 

In the callable capital account, we 
heard the subcommittee chairman 
from the Subcommittee on Foreign Op-
eration, Export Financing and Related 
Programs of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. CALLAHAN), tell us that we are 
only 16 percent of the obligation of the 

international commitment in callable 
capital. The international commitment 
is some $150 billion. We are only about 
$35 billion out of that. 

None of the other countries have set 
aside money in an account like we 
have. We have $12 billion sitting in 
that account. It is a checking account. 
What we are going to do, once again, is 
take money and move it to a higher 
priority. We are going to move it to the 
great need that currently exists in Cen-
tral America. 

If the money does not come from 
somewhere, we will have to turn to the 
social security surplus. That is the 
only money that is available. So the 
choice is very clear. If we vote for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, Members are choosing 
to take money from the social security 
surplus and send it down to Central 
America. 

If Members choose to oppose the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, they will be accepting 
offsets, money that is unobligated, 
money that we have no current plans 
to use, and instead, establish a much 
higher priority by moving it down to 
the great need that exists in Central 
America. 

b 1400 

So with this very clear choice, I 
think that most Americans would 
agree with this, that it is time that we 
secure the future for ourselves, for our 
seniors, for our children by choosing to 
preserve Social Security and by taking 
unobligated funds, funds that we did 
not have a plan to spend, and moving it 
to the priority down in Central Amer-
ica, in Honduras and Guatemala and 
Belize and those places that were so se-
verely hit by Hurricane Mitch. 

So I would urge my colleagues, Mr. 
Chairman, to vote against the Obey 
amendment.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

The comment that we just heard, 
that without offsets this money will 
come from the Social Security Trust 
Fund, is absolutely ludicrous, absurd, 
and false. The fact is the committee 
pretends it is going to cut $648 million 
out of callable capital. There is not one 
dime saved in outlays. 

The way we measure what is avail-
able for Social Security or anything 
else is on the basis of outlays, not 
budget authorities, as the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) well knows 
or should know. 

The gentleman from Kansas mis-
stated my position, so let me correct 
it. The fact is that out of the $648 mil-
lion that my colleagues claim to save, 
there is not one dime of savings, so 
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that does not cost Social Security one 
dime. If we take a look at the entire 
package, unless my colleagues assume 
that their committee chairman is cor-
rect, if they assume their chairman is 
correct and that the Act will not harm 
our agreements with the Soviets on 
uranium, then out of the entire 
amount of this amendment, only $16 
million will ever accrue as outlay sav-
ings. That is less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of all the funds that we are talk-
ing about. So do not misconstrue this 
as being an attack on Social Security. 
That is blatant nonsense. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I rise in support of 
the Obey amendment, and I do so on 
the basis of two particular aspects of 
the supplemental bill that I believe are 
particularly egregious. The first one is 
the provision which would strike the 
ability to purchase from the Russians 
50 tons of weapons grade plutonium. 

Just a week ago we had a bill on the 
floor of this House which called upon 
our government to deploy a ‘‘Star 
Wars’’ system, a ballistic nuclear de-
fense system, the physics of which are 
not even at this moment understood. 
There are serious questions as to 
whether or not this apparatus would 
ever work effectively. 

Nevertheless, we are prepared to 
spend tens of billions of dollars on that 
program to deploy it, and at the same 
time we are rescinding from this sup-
plemental bill a small amount of 
money which would enable us to pur-
chase 50 tons of weapons grade pluto-
nium from the Russians. 

If we do not purchase that 50 tons of 
weapons grade plutonium, the likeli-
hood is that some portion of it is going 
to end up in the hands of some ter-
rorist organizations and the hands of 
some person like Saddam Hussein or 
someone else in some other part of the 
world that has the ability to threaten 
this country and threaten others. 

The logic of this is absolutely aston-
ishing. There is no logic to it whatso-
ever. How can my colleagues come here 
and be for a ballistic missile defense 
system one week, and then the next 
week come back and say we ought not 
to be purchasing weapons grade pluto-
nium from the Russians when we know 
if we do not, it is going to get in the 
hands of people who mean us and oth-
ers harm? This is totally ridiculous. 

The other provision would, and this 
is more than half of the offsets which 
were offered by the majority, come 
from the multilateral development 
banks. We live in a global economy. We 
are still involved in a situation where 
there is a serious economic crisis in 
Southeast Asia, a serious economic 
problem in Central and South America, 
a terribly serious economic problem in 
Russia, all of which impact upon our 
economy. 

We are seeing it particularly in our 
commodities, particularly in our agri-

cultural commodities. Part of this bill 
is to help our farmers around the coun-
try. At the same time we pretend to be 
helping our farmers in the supple-
mental bill, we are going to make it 
more difficult for them to sell their 
commodities on the open market. Why? 
Because the crisis in East Asia has 
closed up markets there for commod-
ities. The Canadians and the Aus-
tralians which normally sell into those 
markets are finding it difficult if not 
impossible to do so. Therefore, they are 
impacting on our markets. 

Our farmers are finding it difficult to 
sell in the markets that we normally 
have access to, let alone those that we 
hope to have access to. That is the 
principal reason why we are seeing 
such difficulty in the agricultural com-
munity all across our country. 

In this supplemental bill, by these 
offsets, my colleagues are threatening 
every farmer that sells outside of the 
United States, whether it is wheat, 
corn, soybeans, cotton. Regardless of 
what it is, my colleagues are threat-
ening that part of our economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HINCHEY was 
allowed to proceed for 4 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, these 
are two critically important defi-
ciencies in this supplemental bill. We 
have before us some genuine emer-
gencies as a result of the hurricanes 
and the devastation that those hurri-
canes caused, genuine emergencies. We 
have an emergency also in our agricul-
tural community across the country. 
We should respond to those emer-
gencies in the spirit of emergency. 
They are serious problems. They need 
to be dealt with, and they need to be 
dealt with now. 

But instead of doing that, we have a 
bill before us which has within it an ex-
traordinarily high political quotient. It 
is not designed to deal with the emer-
gencies. It is designed to play a little 
bit of politics and to play some politics 
with the administration particularly. 

I beg my colleagues, please, on behalf 
of the farmers of our country, on behalf 
of our national security, change this 
bill, support with us the Obey amend-
ment. Do not take the rescissions from 
the multilateral development banks. 
Do not take the rescissions from the 
money that is required to buy 50 tons 
of weapons grade plutonium from the 
Russians. Let us help agriculture truly, 
and let us improve our national secu-
rity by taking those provisions out of 
this supplemental appropriations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I very much support 
the Obey amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT).

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to follow up on some of the ear-

lier debate that I was having with the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 
On one hand, if I understood him cor-
rectly, he is opposed to the offsets be-
cause there is no actual outlays. But 
then it would seem, if he is opposed to 
offsets since there is no actual outlays, 
he would support using callable capital 
since it does not really cost anything. 

On the other hand, if we do offset, if 
we do take the money from callable 
capital, then we are going to create a 
worldwide depression because of this. 
So I am a little puzzled on that. 

The last part I would like the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to 
address is that he says this money can-
not come from Social Security. All the 
money that we have in the Federal 
Government is obligated except for 
what we have outlaid right here. 

The money has to come from some-
where if it is not specifically des-
ignated in this piece of legislation. The 
only other money available is in the 
surplus that we have. The only money 
in the surplus is from Social Security. 
So I would submit logically that if we 
do not offset the money in the bill, it 
does have to come from Social Secu-
rity. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) yield? 

Mr. HINCHEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the gentleman is a new member 
of the committee, fairly new anyway, 
but I assume he understands the fol-
lowing: When we determine what our 
deficit is, we determine that not on the 
basis of what budget authority is, but 
what is outlaid in any given fiscal 
year. 

Would the gentleman grant that? 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) yield? 

Mr. HINCHEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct. I would agree with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, let me 
give my colleagues the numbers. This 
bill pretends that it saves $853 million 
for Social Security. In fact, the most 
that it saves is $19 million, unless the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is 
wrong on his assumptions about what 
will happen with the plutonium agree-
ment. The fact is that the $648 million 
so-called saving from callable capital 
results in no savings on the outlay 
side, so that does not put one dime in 
Social Security. 

The $25 million which my colleagues 
cut out of Ex-Im results, according to 
CBO, in only $3 million of actual 
outlaid savings. The $30 million which 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) said would have no impact, in 
fact CBO says does have $16 million in 
impact. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HINCHEY was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, that 
means in effect that there may be $19 
million in play as far as Social Secu-
rity is concerned. The rest of it is not, 
unless the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) is wrong on his assumptions on 
plutonium. 

I would simply say this. If he is, I 
would ask every citizen of this country 
one question: What is more important, 
to save that $80 million today that CBO 
estimates will be outlaid for that, or to 
use it to make sure that we do not have 
enough plutonium floating around the 
world for the Russians or terrorist or-
ganizations to build 15,000 additional 
nuclear weapons? 

I think every Social Security recipi-
ent in the world would like to see us, 
first of all, make certain that we make 
this world more safe from the possible 
threat from nuclear weapons. So do not 
bring that red herring across the table 
about Social Security. This debate has 
nothing whatsoever to do with Social 
Security except in the gentleman’s own 
mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. TIAHRT, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HINCHEY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT). 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, for the 
purpose of the $150 million, the reason 
we left $375 million in that account is 
so that we do not completely abandon 
the efforts that we have in Russia. In 
fact, we are very dedicated to the ef-
forts in Russia. 

But I do want to make a point about 
where this money is going to come 
from. We are going to write a check 
and send it to Central America. It is 
going to be used for the infrastructure. 
That money has to come from some-
where. It is not going to come out of 
thin air. 

That money, $648 million of it, is 
going to come out of a checking ac-
count that is at the World Bank. It is 
called callable capital. If we write a 
check, it gets a debit. It is going to go 
down to Central America. If my col-
leagues say there is no outlay, no sav-
ings, well, the money has to come from 
somewhere. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the only place it 
is available is the surplus. The only 
surplus that is available is Social Secu-
rity. 

So I would just in a very clear way 
say that we are going to write a check. 
That check is going to Central Amer-
ica, and the money has to come from 
somewhere. 

In our personal lives, we do not write 
checks unless we have money to cover 
it. This is the money to cover it. If we 
do not take it from here, we take it 
from Social Security. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) 
will continue to yield, let me simply 
point out again on one item that the 
gentleman from Kansas just cited, he is 
just flat-out wrong on the facts. 

He indicated that if we rescind this 
$150 million in the plutonium and ura-
nium account, that there will still be 
$375 million left. There will not be. Mr. 
Primakov is about to sign an agree-
ment with the United States Govern-
ment which will use $325 million for 
the uranium agreement that we are 
working on with the Russians. 

If my colleagues rescind the $150 mil-
lion of the $200 million that is remain-
ing in the account, and that is all there 
is, there will be only $50 million left for 
us to proceed on our negotiations with 
the Russians on the plutonium ac-
count. That $200 million was put on the 
table in order to bring the Russians 
into the negotiations. If we get an 
agreement from them, that agreement 
will cost far more than $200 million. It 
will cost at least $1 billion.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong 
support of the Obey amendment, and I 
want to really thank the gentleman for 
crafting a careful amendment that 
looked at every single detail of this 
bill. 

Truly, others have dealt with the 
plutonium issues and with other as-
pects of the offsets, but in the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY), he specifically targets the 
PL–480 program, and I really want to 
focus my remarks there in the time 
that I have. 

I cannot believe that in the bill that 
the majority has given us, that they 
would attempt to take $30 million or 
any amount, actually, from the PL–480 
program. Now what is that? That is a 
program that lifts commodities off our 
market and sends them around the 
world. To not fund this program at the 
level requested really, and that is inad-
equate from the administration stand-
point simply because they know Con-
gress will add funds to that account in 
view of the situation, if we choose to 
cut these dollars, we are basically say-
ing there are no more hungry people in 
the world. 

b 1415 
That is an absolutely ridiculous posi-

tion. Not only that, but here at home 
the need, the need, to move commod-
ities is simply profound. 

What is happening in rural America 
is something that we have not seen in 
our adult lifetimes, with the levels of 
price drops, whether we are talking 
about the milk market, whether we are 
talking about hogs, whether we are 
talking about grain, or whether we are 
talking about cotton. I mean, go down 
the list. Rice, historic price drops. We 
know what has happened in the Asian 
markets, we know what has happened 
to our former market in Eastern Eu-
rope because of the collapse of the 
ruble, the situations all around the 
world which have hurt our export mar-
kets. But here at home, because of 
good weather, we have an enormous 
surplus which has driven prices to all-
time lows. 

People in my part of the country are 
burying animals. This seems so illogi-
cal in a time when our feeding kitchens 
are absolutely begging for food. This is 
one tool that we have, PL–480, to help 
lift some of America’s surplus, our 
bounty, to share it with those in the 
world that many of our esteemed Mem-
bers, like the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TONY HALL), of my own State, and 
former Congressman Bill Emerson of 
Missouri, worked so hard to sensitize 
this Congress and the American people 
on the needs of the hungry around the 
world. 

So I just find it incredible that this 
particular measure was inserted into 
this offset provision. And I want to 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) for bringing it to the atten-
tion of not just this Congress but the 
American people and people of good 
heart everywhere. There is absolutely 
no reason that America cannot lift this 
bounty and share it worldwide, and 
why the PL–480 program was selected 
leaves me in a state of disbelief. 

So I rise, Mr. Chairman, in strong 
support of the Obey amendment, par-
ticularly because of the ill-advised pro-
vision that deals with clipping the 
wings of PL–480, which does not need to 
be cut but in fact increased to benefit 
our farmers, our communities here at 
home, as well as those around the 
world who beg us for food. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentlewoman 
yielding to me, and I am looking at 
testimony here by Keith Kelly, who is 
the Administrator of the Farm Service 
Agency, and he talks about ‘‘The 1999 
budget provides a total program level 
of $979 million for PL–480, foreign food 
assistance.’’ The Congress raised that 
to $1.1 billion. According to his testi-
mony, he says, ‘‘This will ensure the 
availability of adequate resources to 
meet the most serious food assistance 
needs.’’ 

So even with this rescission, we leave 
more money in the PL–480 program 
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than the administration asked for in 
their hearing. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
very much for pointing that out. If we 
look at what has happened with prices, 
the figure that the gentleman stated, 
the over $1 billion figure, will help us 
to buy more with the American tax 
dollar to send abroad. That is true. But 
the amount of surplus that we have on 
domestic markets is drowning our 
rural communities. 

As we sit here and argue today, and 
we will not produce a bill that will aid 
our farmers this spring, this Congress 
is going to fail in that responsibility. 
This should have been the first bill this 
Congress considered when we convened 
this year, and we have failed that re-
sponsibility to our own people. The 
surplus is gigantic, but the need abroad 
is even greater, if we look at what is 
happening in Russia, what is happening 
in Asia, and what is happening in Cen-
tral America and Honduras. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. KAPTUR 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, our very es-
teemed ranking member. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding to me, and I would simply 
make this observation, Mr. Chairman. 

We have people in both parties in this 
House who, on a daily basis, are put-
ting out press releases talking about 
what they are going to be doing to try 
to help farmers get out from under the 
collapse of prices for many commod-
ities. I would suggest in those cir-
cumstances that what we ought to be 
doing on both sides of the aisle is push-
ing the administration to provide more 
assistance to farmers, more assistance 
to increase our ability to export farm 
products to other markets, rather than 
cutting back on the funds in the budget 
available to do that. 

If people are serious about the press 
releases they are putting out, that is 
what they will be doing rather than 
voting for this bill this afternoon. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I might also say that 
the administration’s request to us 
through the Department of Agriculture 
was cleared through the Office of Man-
agement and Budget in the executive 
branch. My own guess is that the De-
partment of Agriculture would like to 
increase the PL–480 program a whole 
lot more than the budget submission 
that reached this Congress. It has to go 
through the filter of OMB, and that is 
an unrealistic way in which to make 
decisions about policy. 

We reflect the will of the American 
people here, and rural America is cry-

ing out to us. We ought to use every 
single tool that we have, and we should 
not cut a dime out of the PL–480 pro-
gram, with all due respect to the gen-
tleman, who represents a great citrus-
producing State, a great beef-pro-
ducing State, a great milk-producing 
State. There is a lot that happens there 
in the State of Florida, and I know the 
gentleman has to defend his party on 
the floor today, but truly this should 
not be in this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding to me once again, because I 
wanted to respond to the comments the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
just made when the gentlewoman 
yielded to him, about the agricultural 
request and what we should be doing 
and should not be doing. 

Here is a copy of the communication 
from the President of the United 
States. He signed the letter on the first 
page. This bill does what the President 
asked for in the agricultural program. 
He asked for a specific amount of 
money, and that amount of money is in 
this bill. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
mention to the gentleman, with all due 
respect, the President never asked for 
these offsets. And, also, I know that in-
side the Department of Agriculture 
they are drowning in commodities. 
When the administration sends a re-
quest up here, it is not always perfect 
because of what happens over at OMB. 

I know, and the gentleman obviously 
knows, that silos across this country 
are bursting at the seams. We have 
food to send around the world, and our 
farmers need help on the price in order 
that they can make it through this 
planting year. The tragedy is that the 
credit program that is buried in this 
bill, that will help our farmers get 
their spring crops in the ground, will 
not happen fast enough for them. 

They do not even have the assistance 
that was passed last year in the emer-
gency bill that was passed at the end of 
the year. They will not get that until 
June. So shame on this Congress and 
shame on the administration, too.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, in some respects I am 
delighted this debate is going to be on 
C-SPAN today and the American peo-
ple can see it. In other respects, 
though, this is almost an embarrass-
ment. 

Earlier, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM) offered an amendment 
to make the rescissions across-the-
board to pay for this special bill. I 
voted for it, but there were only about 
75 of us that joined with that amend-
ment, and I would say to the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that 
I am glad he joined. 

But in listening to this debate I be-
came more and more frustrated just 
watching in my office, because what we 
hear from everybody is, well, I would 
like to have offsets too, but do not 
touch this program. We cannot touch 
PL–480. I like PL–480. There are lots of 
programs I like. 

What this debate really is all about, 
if we stop and step back for a minute, 
is we are being asked to fund a little 
over a billion dollar bill which essen-
tially is about 90 percent foreign aid, 
and yet we are not willing to make the 
tough decisions. 

Now, a lot of talk has been made here 
on the floor about what is happening to 
farmers out there. And let me tell my 
colleagues it is tough out in farm coun-
try. Every farmer, every farmer, 
whether they are in Florida or they are 
in Iowa or whether in Kansas, they are 
trying to figure out how they are going 
to tighten their belts to get through 
the next year. To put that in context 
right now, we are looking at a Federal 
budget of about $1,700 billion. 

I hear the debate here on the floor 
today that we cannot find a billion dol-
lars worth of offsets. Now, I am not 
good in math, but that is something 
like one-tenth of 1 percent. Now, 
maybe there are Members in this room 
who believe that we cannot find one-
tenth of 1 percent worth of offsets. 
Maybe there are Members in the room 
who really believe that, but I got news 
for them, there are a lot of people out-
side of this room, a lot of people out-
side of this beltway who believe that is 
ridiculous. We can find the offsets and 
we should find the offsets. 

Let me explain why. Because we are 
going to have a budget on the floor 
later this week, and we are going to 
say for the first time to the American 
people and for the first time to the sen-
ior citizens in the United States that 
we are going to save every single penny 
of Social Security taxes for Social Se-
curity. Now, I think that is a very im-
portant statement. That is a giant step 
forward, in my opinion. 

And while it is only a small step, it 
seems to me if we do not find the off-
sets today, whether it is PL–480 or 
other foreign aid programs, whether it 
be offsets from the reduction in the 
callable capital, whatever it happens to 
be, if we cannot find those offsets 
today, it seems like we are taking a 
very small step in the wrong direction. 

As I say, I think a lot of my col-
leagues in this room believe we cannot 
find those offsets, but I have news for 
them, a lot of people outside this room 
believe we can and believe we should. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
simply observe that there were 71 
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Democrats who voted for that amend-
ment; there were only 6 Republicans 
who did. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-
tleman for the arithmetic.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Let me applaud the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the com-
mittee for their leadership and their 
wisdom for trying to explain to us that 
this emergency supplemental appro-
priation is, in fact, creating an emer-
gency and a crisis. 

I am particularly interested in hav-
ing our colleagues, Republicans and 
joining Democrats, recognize that we 
have a vital problem in the cuts that 
have been made in our international 
monetary efforts. In particular, the 
largest and most unwelcome of these 
cuts are in the international banks. 
This bill cuts funding to those banks 
by $648 million, in an environment 
where those banks are often the best 
option for borrowers seeking shelter 
from a hostile economic environment. 

This is so important to the Secretary 
of Commerce that he is threatening a 
veto if this legislation, the appropria-
tions legislation, passes in this condi-
tion. And let me cite the comment of 
the minority commenting on these off-
sets that really tells us where we are 
internationally: 

‘‘It is also true that other member 
nations and many investors around the 
world are increasingly uneasy about 
the willingness of the U.S., and par-
ticularly the U.S. Congress, to make 
good on its legal and moral commit-
ments. These same investors watch the 
Congress repeatedly refuse to provide 
the International Monetary Fund with 
the needed infusion of capital through 
the debts of the Asian financial crisis, 
and are also aware that the Congress 
continues to refuse to provide the 
funds necessary to pay off the billion-
plus in back debts of the United 
States.’’ 

These international monetary banks 
help our products. It helps our farmers’ 
products get from production to mar-
ket, it gives access to credit, it also 
helps to infuse dollars into the inter-
national economy and, therefore, keeps 
the American economy, of which so 
many people have come to not only ac-
cept but to think this is the norm, it 
helps to keep it stabilized. Why would 
we think that $648 million, doing great 
jeopardy to this very fragile system, is 
where we need to go? I am very sur-
prised we would even go in that direc-
tion and gamble with the financial fu-
ture of this Nation. 

I would also say the $25 million from 
the Export-Import Bank, albeit seem-
ingly small, this bank has been most 
useful in helping some of our smaller 
nations with small projects that gen-
erate jobs and opportunity, in fact 
keeping individuals home in their na-

tions because they have the oppor-
tunity and access to credit, and as 
well, creating jobs. 

I would also say that even though I 
have heard a number of explanations 
on why we are cutting $150 million that 
deals in particular with funds used to 
purchase materials, uranium and plu-
tonium, that could be used in nuclear 
warheads by our enemies, a program 
that has been unanimously supported 
by the President, and I think if we 
would inquire, by individuals in the 
street who say that we should bring 
down the possibility of more and more 
of our enemies having nuclear war-
heads, that, too, raises a question of 
balance and why we would do that. 

Let me say also, having worked with 
the Department of Labor on the issue 
of a rapid response team program deal-
ing with our hardest hit communities 
when there are enormous layoffs, par-
ticularly in my district and my com-
munity where there have been enor-
mous layoffs because of the energy cri-
sis, I am somewhat disappointed in the 
cuts that we have seen relating to job 
training, and would hope that we would 
be able to balance that. 

Let me say finally, also, Mr. Chair-
man, as the ranking member on the 
Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Claims for the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I am certainly gratified that we 
have in this supplemental appropria-
tions, and viewed as an emergency, 
some $80 million for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service for in-
creased border enforcement. I, how-
ever, raise the concern, as many ex-
perts have, that border enforcement 
without trained, experienced Border 
Patrol agents is of no value. So I hope 
that we recognize that we need trained 
Border Patrol agents. We need to have 
dollars as well to prohibit and inhibit 
border violence. 

And the question of adding additional 
beds is not going to be the panacea 
that we would like it to be. 

b 1430 

In fact, the real issue is the 1996 im-
migration reform legislation that in 
fact caused the INS to have to deal 
with locking up, if you will, immi-
grants who have been here, who 20, 30, 
40 years ago may have had an infrac-
tion such as a traffic ticket. They are 
then arrested, separated from their 
families, filling up these private pris-
ons; and the real criminals that we do 
not want to have on the street are not 
able to be incarcerated. 

We have got to reform the INS legis-
lation to go back to reality and sanity. 
We also have got to get these people 
out of private prisons and put them 
into the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 

I hope some of these more reasonable 
aspects, Mr. Chairman, can be ad-
dressed later on. And I hope the Obey 
amendment will pass. I add my support 
to it.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate somewhat 
to wade off into the number of issues 
that are being discussed, but there has 
been a lot of discussion today about 
the offset dealing with some of the 
nonproliferation funds. I think this is a 
very important issue. It is a very im-
portant part of our security. I want to 
take just a moment to discuss this in 
the larger context of our nonprolifera-
tion efforts. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I share some 
of the concerns that have been ex-
pressed over the course of the day. I 
think at the end of this bill, when it 
comes back from conference, it would 
probably be better if this offset were 
not taken, if this money were left 
alone. But I also think that we should 
not over-play the dangers that may re-
sult from this particular program. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, I speak as 
one who on this side of the aisle has 
strongly supported much of what the 
administration has tried to do in our 
nonproliferation efforts and in our co-
operative efforts with the former So-
viet Union, but in those efforts there 
are priorities. Some things are more 
important than others. 

For example, if we can spend money 
this year to put better security around 
plutonium or uranium which could be 
used for a bomb, that ought to come 
first. That prevents someone from 
walking out with it. That prevents 
someone from stealing it and selling it 
to someone who we would prefer not 
get their hands on it. 

The program we are dealing with 
here is a different kind of priority. It is 
a long-term, a long-range sort of ap-
proach, and I think it becomes much 
more difficult to argue that the results 
would be catastrophic this year if this 
money were taken aside. 

What is going on is that there are ne-
gotiations which have just recently 
begun with Russia on taking some of 
the weapons-usable plutonium that 
Russia now has, turning it into a fuel 
which could be burned in a nuclear re-
actor, and thus preventing it from 
being used for weapons. 

This involves international consor-
tiums. This involves nuclear power 
companies from a variety of countries 
and some very delicate negotiations 
from Russia and from the United 
States. The goal is to take 50 tons of 
weapons-usable plutonium and ulti-
mately turn it into a fuel for nuclear 
power. 

We should not forget that we are sure 
that Russia has at least 200 tons of 
weapons-usable plutonium now. So 
what we are talking about, in the best 
circumstance, is taking about a fourth 
of this plutonium that we know they 
have and turning it into a fuel for nu-
clear reactors. That is going to take 20 
to 25 years under the very best cir-
cumstances. 
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The Department of Energy indicates 

that under the very best cir-
cumstances, if everything goes per-
fectly in their negotiations, they might 
be able to obligate about half of this 
money in the year 2000 and maybe 
spend about a third of it. So taking 
this money off the table, as it were, 
would not have a catastrophic effect on 
this program designed to last 20 to 25 
years. 

The concern is that taking it off the 
table would make the Russians ques-
tion the seriousness of our negotia-
tions, and I think we ought to think 
about that. There are a lot of negotia-
tions underway now with Russia, and 
they need to know that we are serious 
about working with them to control 
the proliferation of this kind of mate-
rial, and that is not easy to quantify. It 
is hard to put our finger on exactly 
what the result would be. It is a con-
cern that we certainly ought to take 
into account. But to say that this 
would have catastrophic consequences 
I think is not accurate. 

As a matter of fact, the committee’s 
action would leave $375 million left in 
the fund for nonproliferation activi-
ties. It is possible that that could all be 
used for the uranium purchase this 
year. If the plutonium issue becomes a 
higher priority, of course it may well 
be possible to rearrange those prior-
ities. 

I think at the end of the day, Mr. 
Chairman, for me it would be better if 
another offset is eventually found for 
these funds, but it is not true that this 
would completely obliterate our non-
proliferation efforts, which are very 
important to our security. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to my good friend and colleague 
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), a leader 
in the area of dealing with issues of 
nonproliferation. He and I have worked 
together on a number of these issues 
and that is why I respect his opinion on 
this, but I wanted to respond specifi-
cally to some of his comments. 

The first one was, at the end of the 
day in this process, after the con-
ference committee has finished its 
work, he would probably hope that this 
cut of $150 million to take 50 tons of 
bomb-grade plutonium off the Russian 
marketplace, he hopes that rescission, 
that cut, would be thrown out. 

And what I would suggest is that if 
this is such a terribly dangerous area 
we are dealing with, if we know it is 
the right thing to cut it out at the end 
of the day, why do we not cut it out on 
the first day right here in the House, 
let the House speak its voice today, 
saying we do want to do anything that 
might possibly risk the proliferation of 
such potentially catastrophic levels of 
nuclear bomb materials. 

Secondly, he made a good point that 
I do agree with. He said that we should 

fund other programs to protect nuclear 
materials, whether they be in Russia or 
the United States, or elsewhere for 
that matter, and I agree with the gen-
tleman. I want to work with the gen-
tleman. But that does not in any way 
take away from the argument that 
when we have a real opportunity, as we 
speak today, to take 50 tons of nuclear 
materials off the marketplace that 
could be exposed to purchase and pur-
chased by international terrorists or 
the very powerful Mafia in the former 
Soviet Union, we ought to take advan-
tage of that today. 

He talked about very delicate nego-
tiations, and I would agree with that. 
And I would say to my respected friend 
that that is one of the very reasons I 
would use to argue during the middle 
of very delicate negotiations that not 
only include Russia and the United 
States but bring in other nations of the 
world, we ought not to be tinkering 
with this. 

I do not know if there is a 5 percent 
chance, a 10 percent chance, a 95 per-
cent chance this $150 million cut could 
destroy those negotiations. I do not 
want to take a 1 percent chance that 
we might potentially unload bomb-
grade nuclear materials on the world 
marketplace for terrorists. And I do 
not think there is any Member of this 
House, Republican or Democrat, who 
has spoken with the negotiators on the 
American and Russian side who would 
come to this floor and honestly say, 
after having talked with the nego-
tiators involved in this process, there 
is a 99 percent chance that the negotia-
tions would go on. 

When we talked about national mis-
sile defense the other day, no one said 
there is a 90 percent chance someone is 
going to send an ICBM into New York 
City. But through the Republican lead-
ership and bipartisan support of people 
like myself, we said we want a national 
missile defense system even if there is 
a 1 percent chance that a foreign na-
tion would send their missiles into our 
Nation. 

I have got to say to my friend that I 
recognize and I am fearful of the fact of 
the 200 tons of plutonium in the Rus-
sian area in terms of what we need to 
get our arms around. But where I dis-
agree with my colleague, I do not think 
that fact makes it any less important 
to try to take 50 tons of that 200 tons 
off the international terrorist market-
place while we have that opportunity. 

Ultimately, I think we have to have 
some respect for the people directly in-
volved in this. And I would like to read 
briefly the statement made by the Sec-
retary of Energy, who has direct re-
sponsibility for overseeing these nego-
tiations, part of which have already 
proven to be extremely successful. 

He says, ‘‘Such a reduction,’’ as pro-
posed in this bill today, ‘‘would have 
severe consequences,’’ severe con-
sequences, ‘‘for the ongoing negotia-

tions in pursuit of a bilateral agree-
ment with Russia on disposing of 
enough plutonium to make tens of 
thousands of nuclear weapons. 

‘‘To now withdraw this earnest 
money,’’ he says, ‘‘would be to call into 
question U.S. reliability. Russia may 
well perceive such a withdrawal as a 
breach of good faith. Withdrawing this 
money would severely set back, and 
might even bring a halt to, our con-
structive discussions on this important 
nonproliferation and national security 
issue.’’ 

Now, if any of the proponents of this 
$150 million cut have talked to the 
chief American negotiator and the 
chief Russian negotiator, I would be 
willing to donate my time at this time 
to listen to that Member tell me what 
they were told by those negotiators 
and to assure me that it is no risk to 
my family or their family to risk the 
breakdown of these negotiations. 

The truth is there is not a House 
Member who has spoken directly to ei-
ther one of those sides of negotiations 
and can come to this floor and say this 
is not risking potential catastrophe for 
the American civilian population or 
our servicemen and women abroad.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the 
Obey amendment and to address pri-
marily the issue that comes under the 
jurisdiction of the subcommittee which 
I chair, and that is addressing the two 
issues of the Russian programs. 

I think there has been a lot of mis-
understanding and misinformation 
that has been put out. Number one, the 
50 metric tons of plutonium is not to be 
purchased by the United States. The 
money was not to be used to purchase 
it. It simply is to provide facilities in 
Russia that would degrade it and bring 
it down to fuel grade rather than weap-
ons grade. 

And secondly, that will continue. 
That effort will continue. It is not a 
one-year or a 1999 issue. Actually, it is 
a decade-long issue, but we will be 
funding it for the next few years. The 
negotiations are not even completed or 
hardly begun on how to do it and how 
to spend the money and what to do. So 
the money that we are rescinding this 
year would not be used for this year to 
any great extent. 

Secondly, let me refer to the highly 
enriched uranium issue. That uranium 
will not be converted into weapons of 
mass destruction. That uranium is al-
ready here in the United States. It is 
not in Russia. And so to use the argu-
ment that it would be used if we do not 
fund the $150 million that we are call-
ing to be rescinded, that it would be 
used to make weapons out of the high-
ly enriched uranium, that is simply not 
true. The Russians do not have it, it is 
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not there. It would have really no im-
pact whatsoever upon proliferation be-
cause it is already here in the United 
States. 

Thirdly, as has been mentioned sev-
eral times, we are rescinding or asking 
to rescind $150 million of the $525 mil-
lion, not $200 million. The $200 million 
for plutonium could be reduced to $50 
million during the 1999 budget year. It 
does not have to be. 

The administration still has the op-
tions and the flexibility to subtract 
$150 million any way they wish. It can 
be from the enriched uranium program 
or the plutonium program. They can 
choose and decide where it would best 
serve the needs of our international re-
lations with Russia. 

Another point that needs to be made. 
The $200 million was not originally 
planned to come from the taxpayers of 
the United States. That was planned to 
come from the international commu-
nity. That was where the $200 million 
was to come from. The United States 
was only to fund a prototype plant to 
determine how to deal with the Rus-
sian plutonium, and that is what the 
$25 million per year that we funded last 
year, this year, and is in the Presi-
dent’s budget for the coming budget 
year.
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That money was to be used to build a 
prototype and the international com-
munity would fund the rest of it, in 
building the actual facilities that 
would degrade the plutonium from 
weapons grade to fuel grade. We have 
missed that point entirely. We have 
now funded the $200 million in the om-
nibus emergency bill, and no one called 
for it. The President did not call for 
that. The Senate bill did not call for it. 
Our committee and the House did not 
call for it. But the fact is it was put 
into the emergency supplemental bill 
last year, and of course the President 
would support it after it was put in. 
Here was a half a billion, over a half a 
billion dollars that all of a sudden we 
gave to him that he could use for his 
public relations overseas. Of course he 
would support it after it was put in. 
But he did not feel it was of high 
enough priority to put in or request it 
when it was being processed through 
the normal process. 

Now, let me speak to the plutonium 
issue itself. The negotiations are just 
beginning. Even if the $150 million was 
taken out or $50 million of it would be 
taken from the $200 million of pluto-
nium disposition, there would still be 
$50 million remaining plus the $25 mil-
lion. There is still a significant amount 
of money in that program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PACKARD 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, the 
fact is it is a long-range program. 
There is money to start it this year if 
the negotiations are finished, and we 
have time to then address it in the nor-
mal process of budgeting through our 
committee process. 

Let me remind Members that the 
Prime Minister of Russia, Mr. 
Primakov, as a result of the Presi-
dent’s decision to bomb Kosovo, has 
gone back to Russia. So we have no as-
surance that there will be a signing of 
the agreement. We have no assurance 
that they will come back to the table. 
It could be delayed, and certainly it is 
for now. It could be delayed for the bal-
ance of the year. It will be very dif-
ficult to complete those negotiations 
and to draft the agreement and to get 
it implemented before the end of this 
fiscal year. Thus, the money will not 
and cannot be spent during this fiscal 
year in my judgment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. We can either look at this 
issue like we are green eyeshade ac-
countants or we can look at this issue 
in terms of what will create the most 
security for the United States. The fact 
is that what the Energy Department 
tells us, what the Secretary of Energy 
tells us is as follows, in the letter he 
sent today. 

He said the entire cut, in this bill, 
‘‘would have to come from the $200 mil-
lion appropriated to dispose of Russian 
plutonium. Such a reduction would 
have severe consequences for the ongo-
ing negotiations in pursuit of a bilat-
eral agreement with Russia on dis-
posing of enough plutonium to make 
tens of thousands of nuclear weapons. 
It could also severely impact the wide 
range of cooperative nonproliferation 
engagement under way and planned in 
Russia, including efforts to protect, 
control and account for weapons-usable 
nuclear material and to prevent the 
flight of weapons scientists to coun-
tries of proliferation concern.’’ 

Now, the facts are very simple. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD) has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PACKARD was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I will 
be happy to continue to yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. The administration did 
not put this in their original budget be-
cause at the time they submitted the 
FY 1999 budget, nobody thought there 
was a prayer of getting negotiations 
going on plutonium. Senator DOMENICI 
saw an opportunity in October to take 
advantage of the fact that the facts 
had changed and it looked like we 

would now be able to move toward sit-
ting down with the Russians on pluto-
nium. And so he put the $200 million in 
the Omnibus bill. It now remains avail-
able precisely because it is used as a 
magnet to draw the Russians to the 
table. It sends a signal to them that we 
are serious about this issue and we all 
know that if we do in fact get an agree-
ment, the cost of that agreement is 
going to be at least five times the 
amount of the money which is pres-
ently available. 

All I am saying is that it is absurd 
for us in my view to be arguing about 
fiscal years and expenditures in this 
year or that year when the fact is that 
the overriding concern ought to be to 
get that fissile material converted be-
fore it falls into the hands of terrorists 
or anybody else. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PACKARD 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all, if the administration is saying 
that the full $200 million would be lost 
by rescinding $150 million, I just do not 
understand their math. 

Mr. OBEY. That is not what it says. 
Mr. PACKARD. Number two, it is 

their choice. They do not have to take 
it from the $200 million. It can come 
from the other area, the enriched ura-
nium. Let me conclude my statement 
and then the gentleman may wish to 
speak further on someone else’s time. 

It is not as if we have neglected Rus-
sia. Since 1994, we have spent over $1 
billion in Russian programs to deal 
with their nuclear problems. There are 
Members of this Congress who feel that 
we could spend that money here in the 
United States because we have not ade-
quately addressed our own nuclear 
waste disposition problem. We have not 
solved our own nuclear waste problems. 
They are saying, ‘‘Why don’t we take 
care of problems here at home before 
we deal with overseas Russian waste?’’

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 

believe what I just heard. The gen-
tleman said that if the administration 
wants, it does not have to take this 
money out of the plutonium agree-
ment, it can take it out of the other 
agreement, the highly enriched ura-
nium agreement. 

Is he seriously suggesting that it 
would be in the national interest of the 
United States for the United States to 
blow up an agreement—which Mr. 
Primakov was ready to sign this week 
until Kosovo got in the way—is he seri-
ously suggesting that that should be a 
serious option that the administration 
looks at? 

Mr. PACKARD. Yes, I am suggesting, 
if the gentleman would yield. 
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Mr. OBEY. Let me finish and then I 

will be happy to yield. 
I cannot believe that any thoughtful 

person in this House would say it is in 
the United States’ interest to throw 
away the agreement on enriched ura-
nium that we are about to get, that the 
Russians have already agreed to, ex-
cept for signature. 

The second point I would like to 
make, the gentleman says we have got 
a lot of Members who would rather see 
this money used in this country. I 
would say I am not at all worried about 
uranium and plutonium in American 
hands. I am very worried about ura-
nium and plutonium in Russian hands, 
because their scientists and their mili-
tary people have not been paid for 
months, and we are worried that for a 
small expenditure of money, they 
might very well be willing to supply 
some of that material to terrorist orga-
nizations around the world. I would 
suggest that anyone who believes that 
it is more important to worry about 
fissile material in the United States 
versus fissile material in the hands of 
the Russians simply does not under-
stand the history of the last 50 years. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rec-
ognize that he feels that this Member 
is not a thoughtful Member of this 
body because I disagree with him on 
this issue, but the fact is the President 
does have the option to determine 
where the priorities are in terms of the 
$325 million project versus the $200 mil-
lion plutonium project. He has that op-
tion. If it is more important to fund 
the highly enriched uranium program, 
he can do that. But obviously he does 
not feel it is. 

Mr. OBEY. Taking back my time, I 
would simply say it is crucial that we 
get both agreements. If you are blown 
up in a nuclear explosion which is de-
livered to this country by a terrorist 
organization, it does not much matter 
whether the bomb was made out of ura-
nium or plutonium. You are just as 
dead. That is why we need both agree-
ments. 

Mr. PACKARD. If the gentleman 
would yield further, in reference to the 
matter of the highly enriched uranium, 
again there is not a threat there be-
cause the uranium is here in the 
United States. So the money can be de-
voted to the plutonium program if that 
is what the administration chooses. 
The threat is not there for the highly 
enriched uranium. We may disagree on 
the issue. 

The fact is, also, in reference to peo-
ple wanting to have the money spent 
here, we are not neglecting Russian 
programs. The fact is we have a crisis 
on disposal of nuclear waste in this 
country and we have not solved that 
problem. We ought not to solve that 

problem in another country before we 
solve it in our own country. 

Mr. OBEY. Again taking back my 
time, I would simply say, Mr. Chair-
man, that the threat to the security of 
the United States, to the survival of 
the United States, comes from nuclear 
weapons. The gentleman’s party seems 
to be very concerned about building a 
Star Wars program at huge expense to 
defend us from nuclear weapons but 
they apparently are not willing to pro-
ceed as fast as possible to get tons of 
plutonium out of the hands of the peo-
ple who might be firing those weapons. 
With all due respect, that dichotomy 
makes no sense. 

Mr. PACKARD. If the gentleman 
would yield further, if our committee 
were neglecting the programs that we 
are talking about in Russia, it would 
be a different story. But we are not. We 
are funding significant amounts every 
year with the American taxpayers’ dol-
lars to build facilities to dispose of en-
riched uranium and plutonium in Rus-
sia, not here. 

Mr. OBEY. With all due respect, I 
think the gentleman is dead wrong on 
the issue.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
Obey amendment to H.R. 1141, the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 1999. 

This supplemental bill was supposed 
to have been a bipartisan effort to pro-
vide desperately needed funds to assist 
American farmers, respond to hurri-
cane damage in Central America and 
the Caribbean, support the new govern-
ment of Jordan and correct the amount 
of money appropriated to the Office of 
Minority Health. Unfortunately, this 
bill now contains provisions masquer-
ading as offsets that are both unneces-
sary and harmful. So much for biparti-
sanism. 

As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, I am particularly concerned about 
a provision that would rescind $648 mil-
lion in funds that were previously ap-
propriated to guarantee the solvency of 
multilateral development banks. Nei-
ther the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services nor my sub-
committee were ever given an oppor-
tunity to consider this controversial 
rescission. 

There are three multilateral develop-
ment banks—the World Bank, the 
Asian Development Bank, and the 
Inter-American Development Bank—
that provide loans to developing coun-
tries to promote economic growth and 
development. These banks have col-
lected guarantees from the United 
States to sell bonds to commercial 
banks. The development banks use the 
proceeds from these bond sales to make 

their loans to developing countries. 
These guarantees, known as callable 
capital, ensure that the bank’s lenders 
will be repaid even if a substantial por-
tion of the loans made by the banks are 
not repaid. 

Prior to 1981, the United States ap-
propriated funds to provide for our 
share of the callable capital of the mul-
tilateral development banks. The de-
velopment banks have always been able 
to repay their bonds on time without 
calling upon the United States. The 
United States Government’s guaran-
tees to these banks have never cost the 
American taxpayers one dime. 

The supplemental appropriations bill 
includes a provision to rescind a por-
tion of the banks’ callable capital. The 
Republican supporters of this provision 
claim that it is an offset for the emer-
gency spending in the bill. However, 
this is smoke and mirrors. This provi-
sion does not actually save any money 
and cannot be considered an offset. 

Since the United States has never 
had to provide any money to the multi-
lateral development banks to cover 
their bonds, there were never any out-
lays. Furthermore, it is unlikely that 
there ever will be any outlays. In other 
words, the supplemental appropriations 
act is rescinding money that would 
never have been spent, anyway. The 
proposed rescission of callable capital 
contained in the supplemental bill will 
have no effect whatsoever on the size of 
the budget surplus. Shame on them for 
making people think that this is a le-
gitimate offset that is going to save 
some money. 

Although the rescission of callable 
capital will not increase the budget 
surplus, it will, however, jeopardize the 
effective operation of the multilateral 
development banks. If the United 
States rescinds any of its callable cap-
ital, it will be a signal to worldwide fi-
nancial markets that the United States 
may no longer be willing to meet its 
international financial obligations. 

Over the past 50 years, loans to devel-
oping countries from the multilateral 
development banks have promoted eco-
nomic growth and created new busi-
nesses and job opportunities as well as 
markets for American exports. These 
banks are especially important to the 
world economy today. Many nations in 
Asia and Latin America are facing a se-
rious economic and financial crisis. 
They are dependent on loans from the 
banks to stabilize their currencies and 
allow their economies to recover. Asia 
and Latin American markets are des-
perately in need of this capital.

b 1500 

Let me just close my remarks by say-
ing this was supposed to be a bipar-
tisan effort, and the American farmers, 
the agricultural community that both 
sides of the aisle claim they care so 
much about, stand to benefit. That is 
Republicans and Democrats alike. If 
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they mess up this supplemental appro-
priation by insisting on these offsets, 
they are going to hurt the very people 
that they are always mouthing off 
about that they care so much about. 

Let us stop playing games. Let us 
stop with the smoke and mirrors about 
offsets that do not realize one single 
dime, one single cent. Let us get on 
with the business of a supplemental ap-
propriation bill. We will do what we 
started out to do. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a long 
debate already, and it is about a topic 
that I guess every one of us on both 
sides of the aisle basically agrees that 
the human disasters that brought this 
bill to the floor in the first place were 
true emergencies. The devastating 
flood in Central America where Hurri-
cane Mitch left 9,000 dead, 9,000 more 
missing, 13,000 injured and over 3 mil-
lion homeless, the region’s economy 
and its infrastructure and its environ-
ment has been totally devastated; and 
the second human disaster, namely the 
collapse of farm prices here at home, 
across the heartland of America where 
rural Americans are losing their farms 
and their livelihoods and their homes. 

Under those circumstances, with true 
emergencies, we could well have funded 
these emergencies without the shenani-
gans that are going on here, but this 
bill finances our response to these cri-
ses with offsets which themselves have 
disaster written all over them, and I 
would just want to talk about one of 
these. I support the Obey amendment, 
which covers four of them, but I par-
ticularly wanted to talk about one of 
them that I consider to be the most 
dangerous, and that is the cut of $150 
million for nuclear disarmament non-
proliferation programs with Russia. 

Last year the Congress provided the 
Energy Department with $525 million, 
we have talked about it, to dismantle 
nuclear warheads, dispose of excess 
weapons-grade plutonium and enriched 
uranium, mostly in Russia. Some was 
actually here in the U.S. Well, this $525 
million supports two of the most im-
portant ‘‘swords into plowshares’’ 
agreements reached by the United 
States and Russia since the end of the 
Cold War. And the critical $200 million 
of it, although we have had at least one 
suggestion that we ought to virtually 
throw out the agreement that is al-
ready ready to be signed, which relates 
to the uranium, but I think that is not 
a very sensible thing to do, the critical 
$200 million is to be used to implement 
a bilateral plutonium agreement to 
dispose of 50 tons of weapons-grade plu-
tonium that is currently on hand in 
Russia, 50 tons of weapons-grade pluto-
nium which could make 15,000 to 20,000 
nuclear weapons. 

This $200 million does another job 
along the way. It leverages the non-
proliferation contributions from others 

of the G–7 countries which are nec-
essary in order if we are ever going to 
manage to get hold of all the pluto-
nium that is around that might get 
loose among terrorists and rogue na-
tions. The $150 million cut in these two 
nuclear nonproliferation programs is 
an extremely dangerous move, in my 
view, and it is certainly one that I can-
not support. 

Last week 317 of the Members of this 
House were concerned enough about 
the dangers of nuclear proliferation to 
vote in favor of deploying a national 
missile defense system that would cost 
us billions of dollars and do nothing 
about the possibility of terrorists get-
ting hold of this kind of material. 
Today we are being asked to endorse a 
$150 million offset which will make 
more likely the transfer of weapons-us-
able plutonium from Russia to rogue 
nations like North Korea, Iraq, Iran 
and Libya, and surely make it more 
likely that it could fall into the hands 
of terrorists. 

If we are serious about eliminating 
nuclear threats to our national secu-
rity, and this is one way of eliminating 
a major nuclear threat, we should do 
all we can to keep nuclear weapons ma-
terial from ever reaching terrorists or 
the rogue states. We should not cut the 
nuclear disarmament and nonprolifera-
tion programs. Please support the Obey 
amendment.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Obey amendment, and if the Obey 
amendment fails, in opposition to the 
supplemental. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this emer-
gency supplemental bill in its current 
form. I emphatically disagree with the 
offsets proposed by the committee. Be-
fore I address the troubling offsets in-
cluded in this bill, let me comment on 
the nature of emergency supplemental 
appropriations, quote, unquote. 

Emergency supplemental appropria-
tions are by definition, and again, Mr. 
Chairman, I quote: discretionary ap-
propriations that the President des-
ignates as emergency requirements and 
which are similarly designated by Con-
gress in legislation subsequently en-
acted into law. 

We anticipated the situation in 
which we now find ourselves and made 
provisions for it. Any spending des-
ignated as an emergency bill will re-
sult in discretionary spending caps 
being increased to accommodate the 
additional spending. That is in our 
rules. 

We now are facing a serious situation 
which requires immediate action for 
American farmers who are encoun-
tering dire financial straits, and vic-
tims of natural disasters in Central 
America. These circumstances clearly 
fall in the category of needs that are 
urgent and immediate, unanticipated 
and essential; in other words, emer-

gency requirements that deserve 
prompt action, without offsets. 

American farmers, Mr. Chairman, are 
dealing with serious challenges that 
threaten their very existence. Not 
since the Dust Bowl days of the 1930’s 
have farmers faced such severe eco-
nomic difficulties. Forecasts for con-
tinuing low commodity prices in 1999 
have significantly increased the de-
mand for Department of Agriculture 
farm loans, as many farmers are being 
turned away from their normal sources 
of financing. The funding requested by 
the President is essential to finance 
the roughly $1.1 billion needed for 
spring planting. 

Of equal importance, Mr. Chairman, 
is providing the necessary assistance to 
the victims of hurricanes Mitch and 
Georges. Mitch has already been de-
scribed as the worst natural disaster in 
the history of the Western Hemisphere, 
causing over 9,000 deaths. Even before 
Mitch hit Central America, nearly one 
half of all Nicaraguans and Hondurans 
existed on a dollar a day or less. In the 
wake of Mitch’s devastation it will be 
years before they can regain that level 
of poverty. This Congress needs to act 
expediently, quickly, decisively to pro-
vide relief for these victims. 

Now I want to say my very good 
friend, the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. CALLAHAN), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, 
stood up here just a little while ago 
when I was on the floor and he said the 
President cannot veto this bill. The 
President went to South America, the 
First Lady went to South America, 
some of us have gone to South America 
and said we are going to help, it is an 
emergency. We told our farmers the 
same thing. 

My friends on the Republican side of 
the aisle, they make this mistake al-
most every year, that they have the 
President in a box from which he can-
not extricate himself, that they are 
going to intimidate him, they are 
going to buffalo him, they are going to 
push him around. They wanted to push 
him around when the Mississippi 
overran its banks and thousands and 
thousands of Americans were displaced, 
and they said, ‘‘Well, we know you 
want the emergency aid. Yes, we know 
it’s necessary. We know it’s needed 
now. But we’re going to put some 
things in the bill that we know you 
don’t like and try to shove it down 
your throat.’’ 

It did not work. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 

from Florida who I know did not want 
to do this. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say to my friend 
that there is nothing in this bill that 
was done for that purpose. I want him 
to know that. 

Mr. HOYER. Now I understand what 
the gentleman from Florida is saying, 
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Mr. Chairman, but I respectfully dis-
agree with him, not in the sense that 
he wants to shove something down his 
throat perhaps this time, but there are 
things in this bill that the President 
said, ‘‘I view them so seriously that I 
will veto this bill.’’ Now, he has not 
said that personally, but the Secretary 
of Treasury said it, and we know he is 
one of the President’s closest advisers. 

I want to say, as the ranking member 
said, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY), Both of us, of course, have 
absolutely unrestrained affection and 
respect for the chairman of our com-
mittee. We are pleased to have him as 
our chairman, and like his predecessor, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, he did not want to do 
this. He stands here because the leader-
ship has told him to stand here and de-
fend this policy, which is bad policy, 
which is policy inconsistent with our 
rules, which is policy hoisted on the pe-
tard of their CATs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) 
has expired. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, we 
have a number of other amendments 
that we have to consider this after-
noon, and I am not going to object, but 
I think I will notify the Members that 
I have been very generous in allowing 
time extensions and in allowing Mem-
bers to speak more than once on the 
same subject. I think in any future re-
quest on this amendment I will have to 
object, but I will not object to this one. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, can I 
amend my request to an additional 5 
minutes? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish the gentleman from Mary-
land would not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maryland for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. My point is this, and I 
will ask that the balance of my pre-
pared comments be included in the 
RECORD. My point is this: 

My colleagues, our neighbors sent us 
here to represent them and to rep-
resent America. They know we are 
going to play politics from time to 
time; that is the nature of this colle-
gial body. But I was struck, as I said, 
when my friend from Alabama, who I 
also have great affection for and un-
limited respect for, said that the Presi-
dent cannot veto this bill. 

Why do they take this risk with peo-
ples’ lives and peoples’ welfare? Why do 
they delay when they know that the 

President will veto this bill? He has 
shown us he will do it. He has done it 
before when the Mississippi floods 
came, and they said unless we take it 
their way, we are not going to give the 
folks in Mississippi and all up the Mis-
sissippi Delta the relief they need. We 
saw on television people floating 
around in their cities and towns. 

Why do they do this? Why do they 
force the Committee on Appropriations 
to do it when their leadership on the 
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
others, and Mr. LIVINGSTON before him, 
said this is emergency spending, we 
ought to pass it, pass it now and give 
the relief where it is needed. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida 
for not objecting to that extra time, 
and I want to say to my friend that 
this is an important piece of legisla-
tion, but it is also an important prin-
ciple, and I would say to my chairman 
it is an important principle for the 
Committee on Appropriations itself 
and frankly we ought to stand as a 
committee and say to our friends who 
are not on this committee, when we 
have an emergency, when we need to 
act quickly, when we need to act with-
out political controversy, this is the 
way to do it, the way the gentleman 
originally proposed, Mr. Chairman. 

That is my point, and that is my 
hope for the future.

These provisions would jeopardize both this 
country’s strong economic security and our 
Nation’s efforts to keep weapons of mass de-
struction out of the hands of terrorists. 

The provision to offset $648 million from 
money that was appropriated for the capital-
ization of multilateral development banks, 
alone will invite a veto from the White House. 
Treasury Secretary Rubin warned this com-
mittee of the negative impacts of this provi-
sion—significant pressure on MDB interest 
rates and destabilized currencies and markets 
in developing countries around the world. 

Just last Congress, we appropriated $525 
million for the safe disposition of fissionable 
material from Russia. Now, less than a year 
later, the Republican leadership has proposed 
to rescind a critical portion of those funds. 

This will severely impede efforts to continue 
the dismantlement of Russian nuclear war-
heads and the safe disposition of plutonium 
extracted from their nuclear weapons. This, to 
say the least, is a devastating possibility. What 
perception do we leave the Russian nego-
tiators with if this money is refused? 

Just last week, this House passed H.R. 4 
which calls for U.S. policy to deploy a national 
missile defense system. How can we turn 
around and take away funding that will assist 
in the deactivation of Russian warheads and 
keep fissionable materials out of the hands of 
rogue states and terrorists. 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude, I cannot support 
the offsets included in this bill. I, therefore, 
must oppose it. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate has gone 
on for a while. Most of us, virtually all 

of us, agree that the supplemental, the 
motives of the supplemental, are ap-
propriate. We ought to have a supple-
mental to relieve the needs that are 
met in that bill. But the offsets, the 
offsets are the issue. We do not need, 
we should not need offsets at all on 
this supplemental appropriations bill. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the off-
sets that are given to us today, specifi-
cally the cuts in the Russian pluto-
nium disposal program, the World 
Bank and other development aid. 

I sit on the Committee on Armed 
Services which is charged with pro-
viding for our Nation’s security, and 
from where I sit these offsets are bad 
for our national security. 

b 1515 
Last week, the House passed the bill 

to commit us to deploy a national mis-
sile defense system. Such a system is 
designed to defend against a limited 
ballistic missile attack, meaning a 
handful of missiles, from, at most, a 
North Korea or Iran. 

That national missile defense system 
would cost somewhere between $18 bil-
lion and $28 billion. Last week, we com-
mitted $18 billion to $28 billion, or said 
we would commit that amount, to a 
narrow response to a limited threat. 

This week, this bill cuts $150 million 
from a program designed to prevent ex-
cess Russian plutonium from ending up 
in the hands of terrorists. 

Mr. Chairman, what are we doing 
here? What kind of defense are we pro-
viding our country when we gut a key 
nonproliferation program to keep nu-
clear materials away from terrorists, 
yet commit billions to an untested sys-
tem to intercept missiles? It does not 
make sense to me. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been mentioned earlier in the debate 
today that the Russians have over 200 
metric tons. If they are inclined to sell 
to rogue or to terrorist groups, they 
would still have 150 tons after sub-
tracting the 50 metric tons. So if they 
are inclined to do it, they can do it 
with or without this rescission. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, the point is that this $150 
million can allow us to acquire and dis-
pose of, safely enough, fissile material 
to make 20,000 nuclear weapons. To 
take that material potentially out of 
the hands of terrorists is a major ad-
vance. There is no point to cutting this 
$150 million. 

This bill also cuts funds to promote 
economic stability overseas and raise 
the standard of living in poorer coun-
tries. Our national security depends on 
our economic security. We do our pros-
perity a disservice by cutting vital 
funding from multilateral development 
banks, food aid, Russia and Eastern 
Europe. 
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Congress must not reject a cheap, 

wise and effective first line of defense 
against terrorism and nuclear weapons 
when just last week we chose to move 
ahead to a more expensive and techno-
logically dubious line of defense. 

I would just go back, I know it has 
been mentioned before but the Sec-
retary of Energy Mr. Richardson has 
said since the Department of Energy 
has already negotiated an agreement 
to purchase uranium from Russia for 
$325 million, the entire cut, this entire 
$150 million, would have to come from 
the $250 million appropriated to dispose 
of Russian plutonium. 

This is a very serious matter. I do 
not understand the other side. It seems 
clear to me dismantling Russian nu-
clear warheads and disposing of pluto-
nium is solidly in the national interest. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
Obey amendment and make the right 
vote for our national security.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wish to add my 
thoughts to the remarks that have al-
ready been made. I will not take the 
full 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Strictly, I am troubled and I say this 
to the chairman of the committee that 
my understanding is that, in fact, this 
committee has had every ability of 
working and bringing to us a basically 
contest-free nonprovocative motion 
here and that the leadership on that 
side has in fact imposed on us this de-
bate and this particular decision that 
we must now make. 

I think that the American public 
ought to know that and ought to know 
that the committee is perfectly capa-
ble of functioning and bringing things 
forward in a nonpartisan manner but 
that it is the party over there that 
chooses to make this into a partisan 
issue several days after some left Her-
shey under the misguided belief appar-
ently that some chocolate was going to 
resolve everything and get people 
working on the same plane. If we are 
talking about doing what is in the best 
interest of this country’s national se-
curity, then simply the vote that we 
took last week on national missile de-
fense is a step away from that. It is 
technologically not feasible at present. 
The costs have not been considered and 
the impact it would have on treaty ne-
gotiations, I think, was not served well 
and not considered appropriately. 

I would compound that today by say-
ing that we are not going to put non-
proliferation in the forefront of our na-
tional security interests. We are in-
stead going to move and cut monies for 
a reduction in the plutonium and ura-
nium. I think it sends the wrong mes-
sage internationally. I think it sends 
the wrong message to the American 
people. In our first line of defense, we 
should be setting our priorities where 
the greatest danger lies, and we clearly 
are not doing that through this action. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I would 
note that by destabilizing the econo-
mies in Asia and elsewhere we do not 
do anything for our national security. 
This particular attempt is not in the 
interest of our people and I think that 
the motion of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) ought to pass and I 
think we ought to move forward with 
that amendment.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong opposition to the Obey 
amendment to eliminate the funding 
offsets in this bill. We should not ap-
propriate this money by putting the 
burden directly on the backs of our So-
cial Security recipients. 

The FY99 omnibus bill passed last 
October included $525 million for two 
Russian programs, $325 for highly en-
riched uranium and $200 million for 
plutonium disposition. 

The highly enriched uranium agree-
ment was to be signed this week with 
the arrival of the Russian Prime Min-
ister. However, with his visit being 
canceled, the use of this $325 million 
remains in doubt. 

Furthermore, the plutonium disposi-
tion initiative was funded at the $200 
million level, but with no request from 
the Administration, nor any informa-
tion on how the funding will be used. 

Today, we have immediate needs in 
Central America to be funded through 
this bill. There is no evidence either 
from the Administration or the Mem-
bers from the other side of the aisle, 
that the $200 million will be spent in 
fiscal year 1999. Although negotiations 
have begun, it appears doubtful, at 
best, that such funds would be spent 
during this fiscal year. And, although 
it is unlikely that any of the funds 
would be used in fiscal year 1999, we 
leave in tact $50 million which will re-
main available. That is $50 million in 
addition to the $25 million appro-
priated in the regular budget process—
for a total of $75 million. 

Once the negotiations are completed, 
the Administration plans to expend the 
$200 million over the next 2 to 3 years. 
I am certain we can work with the Ad-
ministration once they have a plan in 
place to provide the necessary funds to 
make sure this program is adequately 
funded. 

The record is clear. The House and 
Senate have consistently supported 
U.S. programs to protect Russian nu-
clear weapons materials that could fall 
into the hands of terrorists or rogue 
nations. We have supported efforts to 
make sure Russian scientists will not 
be lured away by terrorists or rogue 
nations. And we have supported efforts 
to upgrade the Soviet-designed reac-
tors to prevent another Chernobyl type 
accident. 

Mr. Chairman, people are suffering in 
Central America. Let’s do the right 
thing and vote to provide funding for 
those in immediate need. But let’s off-
set this bill, so we don’t have to put 

the burden on those who rely on Social 
Security. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 201, noes 228, 
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 68] 

AYES—201

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—228

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 

Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 

Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
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Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 

Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 

Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Upton 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—4 

Fossella 
Myrick 

Slaughter 
Stupak 

b 1541 

Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. FLETCHER, 
and Mr. HALL of Texas changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. MEEKS of New York changed his 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.

b 1545 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) for 
the purposes of holding a colloquy. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to first thank the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. WALSH), chairman of 
the Subcommittee on VA, HUD and 
Independent Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and also the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), 
the full committee chairman, for the 
opportunity to work on disaster assist-
ance funds. 

I say to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WALSH) that today I was pre-
pared to offer a second amendment 
which would have transferred the Dis-
aster Assistance For Unmet Needs Pro-
gram from the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development to FEMA be-
cause of the various problems associ-
ated with HUD management and the 
ineffectiveness of this critical program. 

However, after discussions with the 
gentleman from New York and his 
staff, I will not offer this amendment. 
Instead, I will look forward to working 
with the gentleman during the Con-
ference of this bill and make this a re-
ality. 

During the Senate Appropriations 
Committee markup of the Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations bill, Sen-
ators BOND and MIKULSKI successfully 
offered this same amendment which 
would have transferred funds from this 
important program to FEMA, the one 
agency which has primary responsi-
bility for assisting and responding to 
all natural disasters and for admin-
istering the most primary programs of 
disaster assistance. 

As the gentleman knows, my con-
gressional district recently suffered a 
500-year flood which resulted in tens of 
millions of dollars in damage to homes, 
property, and infrastructure. During 
this one-day flood, nearly 600 homes 
and 100 businesses were destroyed, and 
many more lives were devastated. 

Many of the families impacted by the 
flood were on fixed incomes and were 
simply unable to rebuild and move on 
with their lives. While current FEMA 
programs have been able to provide 
some temporary assistance, most of 
the families impacted are relying on 
this program to receive additionally 
needed buy-out assistance. 

Unfortunately, HUD’s track record 
has been disappointing. In particular, 
HUD has been too slow in releasing 
funds, and they have demonstrated 
their unwillingness to shed more light 
on how grant awards are made. In 
short, HUD is simply the wrong agency 
to administer this program. 

I ask the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. WALSH), will he be willing to work 
with me during the conference to see 
that the funding is transferred to 
FEMA and to direct FEMA to work to 
ensure that communities with legiti-
mate unmet needs, like those in South-
Central Kansas, receive such assistance 

as is necessary and appropriate to com-
pensate homeowners who are eligible 
to receive the buy-out assistance? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let me first thank the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) 
for his hard work in the area of dis-
aster assistance. I know personally 
that he has been active and a vocal ad-
vocate in making sure that both 
FEMA, and in particular this com-
mittee are fully aware of the legiti-
mate and urgent need for additional 
flood disaster assistance in Kansas. 

I, too, share the same concerns that 
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT) has expressed regarding the 
current management of this vital pro-
gram, and I look forward to working 
with the gentleman from Kansas dur-
ing conference to see that this program 
is managed more effectively. 

Furthermore, I plan to work with 
both FEMA and the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) to ensure that the 
State of Kansas and, in particular, But-
ler, Cowley, and Sedgwick counties, re-
ceive such assistance as is necessary 
and appropriate to compensate home-
owners who are eligible for the much-
needed buy-out assistance. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill through page 15, line 15 be consid-
ered as read, printed in the RECORD and 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the bill from page 2, line 

13 through page 15, line 15 is as follows:

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For additional gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct and guaranteed 
loans as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928–1929, to 
be available from funds in the Agricultural 
Credit Insurance Fund, $1,095,000,000, as fol-
lows: $350,000,000 for guaranteed farm owner-
ship loans; $200,000,000 for direct farm owner-
ship loans; $185,000,000 for direct farm oper-
ating loans; $185,000,000 for subsidized guar-
anteed farm operating loans; and $175,000,000 
for emergency farm loans. 

For the additional cost of direct and guar-
anteed farm loans, including the cost of 
modifying such loans as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
to remain available until September 30, 2000: 
farm operating loans, $28,804,000, of which 
$12,635,000 shall be for direct loans and 
$16,169,000 shall be for guaranteed subsidized 
loans; farm ownership loans, $35,505,000, of 
which $29,940,000 shall be for direct loans and 
$5,565,000 shall be for guaranteed loans; emer-
gency loans, $41,300,000; and administrative 
expenses to carry out the loan programs, 
$4,000,000: Provided, That the entire amount 
is designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 
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CHAPTER 2

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
ENFORCEMENT AND BORDER AFFAIRS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses, Enforcement and Border Af-
fairs’’ to support increased detention re-
quirements for Central American criminal 
aliens and to address the expected influx of 
illegal immigrants from Central America as 
a result of Hurricane Mitch, $80,000,000, 
which shall remain available until expended 
and which shall be administered by the At-
torney General: Provided, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emegency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army’’, $8,000,000: Provided, That 
the entire amount is designated by the Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended: Provided, further, That of 
such amount, $5,100,000 shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for a specific dollar amount, that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 

Guard Personnel, Army’’, $7,300,000: Provided, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended: Provided further, That of 
such amount, $1,300,000 shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for a specific dollar amount, that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 

Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $1,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army’’, $69,500,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Navy’’, $16,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 

Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, $300,000: 
Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $8,800,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $46,500,000: 
Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Overseas 
Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid’’, 
$37,500,000: Provided, That the entire amount 
is designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

CHAPTER 4
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 
91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster Assistance’’ for necessary 
expenses for international disaster relief, re-
habilitation, and reconstruction assistance, 
pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, as amended, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended. 

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 

Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 
91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’, in addition to 
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, to provide assistance to Jordan, 
$50,000,000 to become available upon enact-
ment of this Act and to remain available 
until September 30, 2001: Provided, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
as amended. 

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 
EMERGENCY 

DISASTER RECOVERY FUND 

Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 
91–672, for necessary expenses to address the 
effects of hurricanes in Central America and 
the Caribbean and the earthquake in Colom-
bia, $621,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2000: Provided, That the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be sub-

ject to the provisions of chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and, except for section 558, the pro-
visions of title V of the Foreign Operations, 
Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (as contained in divi-
sion A, section 101(d) of the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)): 
Provided further, That up to $5,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated by this paragraph may be 
transferred to ‘‘Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development’’, to 
remain available until September 30, 2000, to 
be used for administrative costs of USAID in 
addressing the effects of those hurricanes, of 
which up to $1,000,000 may be used to con-
tract directly for the personal services of in-
dividuals in the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That up to $2,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated by this paragraph may be transferred 
to ‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for 
International Development Office of Inspec-
tor General’’, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be used for costs of audits, inspec-
tions, and other activities associated with 
the expenditure of the funds appropriated by 
this paragraph: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be ob-
ligated and expended subject to the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be subject to the funding ceiling contained 
in section 580 of the Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (as contained in Divi-
sion A, section 101(d) of the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)), 
notwithstanding section 545 of that Act: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading may be made 
available for nonproject assistance: Provided 
further, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent an official budget re-
quest for a specific dollar amount that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
DEBT RESTRUCTURING 

Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 
91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Debt 
Restructuring’’, $41,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That up to 
$25,000,000 may be used for a contribution to 
the Central America Emergency Trust Fund, 
administered by the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development: Provided 
further, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 

91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Foreign 
Military Financing Program’’, for grants to 
enable the President to carry out section 23 
of the Arms Export Control Act, in addition 
to amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, for grants only for Jordan, $50,000,000 
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to become available upon enactment of this 
Act and to remain available until September 
30, 2001: Provided, That funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be nonrepayable, 
notwithstanding section 23(b) and section 
23(c) of the Arms Export Control Act: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. 301. The value of articles, services, 
and military education and training author-
ized as of November 15, 1998, to be drawn 
down by the President under the authority of 
section 506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, shall not be counted 
against the ceiling limitation of that sec-
tion. 

CHAPTER 5

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 

RECONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reconstruc-
tion and Construction’’, $5,611,000, to remain 
available until expended, to address damages 
from Hurricane Georges and other natural 
disasters in Puerto Rico: Provided,That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
as amended: Provided further, That the 
amount provided shall be available only to 
the extent that an official budget request 
that includes designation of the entire 
amount as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided further, 
That funds in this account may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the ‘‘Forest and 
Rangeland Research’’ account and the ‘‘Na-
tional Forest System’’ account as needed to 
address emergency requirements in Puerto 
Rico. 

CHAPTER 6

OFFSETS 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under Public 
Law 105–277 for the cost of direct credit 
agreements for Public Law 480 title I credit, 
$30,000,000 are hereby rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amount provided under this heading 
in P.L. 105–277, the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

EXPORT AND INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–277, $5,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds appropriated under this head-

ing in Public Law 105–118 and in prior acts 
making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, $40,000,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds appropriated under this head-

ing in Public Law 105–277 and in prior acts 
making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, $17,000,000 are rescinded. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE 
BALTIC STATES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances of funds avail-

able under this heading, $20,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances of funds avail-

able under this heading, $25,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–277, $10,000,000 are re-
scinded. 
MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL BANK 
FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–277, $25,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

REDUCTION IN CALLABLE CAPITAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds appropriated under the head-

ings ‘‘Contribution to the Asian Develop-
ment Bank’’, ‘‘Contribution to the Inter-
American Development Bank’’, and ‘‘Con-
tribution to the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development’’ for callable 
capital stock in Public Law 96–123 and in 
prior acts making appropriations for foreign 
assistance and related programs, a total of 
$648,000,000 are rescinded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. TIAHRT:
Page 15, line 25, after the dollar amount, 

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$195,000,000)’’. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, the bi-
partisan Tiahrt-Goode-Toomey amend-

ment will guarantee that this House 
will stand for integrity by keeping its 
promise to protect Social Security. 

I want to first thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, for his commitment to this coun-
try and for his dedication to the House 
of Representatives. His commitment to 
our national defense and to our na-
tional interest is second to none. 

I also want to thank the chairman 
for selecting me to join others in the 
congressional delegation he sent to 
Central America to survey the mass de-
struction brought about by Hurricane 
Mitch. I will never forget the stories I 
heard firsthand or the human trauma 
and unspeakable devastation that hit 
our neighbors to the south. 

Mr. Chairman, each of us who have 
worked hard to balance the budget can 
take great pride in what we have 
achieved. For the first time in a gen-
eration, we have balanced the budget. 
The CBO estimates confirm that we 
will have a surplus in fiscal year 1999. 
However, current projections for the 
surplus are made up of revenues that 
are completely derived from the FICA 
tax which employees and employers 
pay in to cover Social Security obliga-
tions. 

Why does this matter? It matters be-
cause, if we do not reduce spending by 
$1 for each $1 in new spending in the 
emergency bill, the money will be 
taken from Social Security, just plain 
and simple. 

That is why I am offering this 
amendment today, to fully protect So-
cial Security and to prevent this Con-
gress from sending to the President a 
bill that will use money intended for 
Social Security but to pay for this for-
eign aid package. 

To offset the remainder of this bill, I 
have chosen the same account the 
Committee on Appropriations selected 
to offset 50 percent of the bill. It is the 
callable capital account. This is an ac-
count that the World Bank may draw 
on in case of defaults on international 
loans. The callable capital account has 
over $12 billion in unobligated, 
underspent funds. 

During the nearly 40 years of history, 
this account has never been used for its 
intended purpose. However, this ac-
count has been used previously as an 
offset. 

In 1994, former Representative Vic 
Fazio successfully used $900 million in 
this fund to offset funding for disaster 
relief in California. I am simply fol-
lowing the lead of the Committee on 
Appropriations and the precedent set 
by a former Member from the other 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress 
from the aerospace industry, and I 
served 2 years on the Committee on 
National Security, and I understand 
very well the problems with our under-
funded military. Even the President 
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recognizes the need for additional 
funds. That is why this is appropriate. 
It is appropriate to use a foreign aid 
account to pay for the foreign aid dis-
aster bill and not a Department of De-
fense account. 

To my friends on the Committee on 
National Security, I will say, if we are 
unable to offset emergency bills, there 
will be no money available to cover the 
supplement for our Nation’s defense. 

So why do I come to the floor today 
with this amendment? My goal is to 
improve upon this bill. The Committee 
on Appropriations agreed to find off-
sets for 85 percent of the bill because 
they wanted to act responsibly and not 
grab over $1 billion from Social Secu-
rity. My amendment simply goes the 
distance on the path towards financial 
integrity. 

Other outside groups also see the sig-
nificance of providing offsets for this 
foreign aid emergency bill in order to 
protect Social Security. 

The policy director of the Concord 
Coalition, Robert Bixby in his letter to 
me stated ‘‘tapping into the Social Se-
curity surplus for emergencies only 
leads to a breakdown in fiscal dis-
cipline . . . We therefore heartily com-
mend your efforts to ensure that the 
FY 99 Emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations bill is fully offset.’’ 

In the 60 Plus Association letter to 
me, they said, they ‘‘enthusiastically 
endorse’’ this amendment. The United 
Seniors said they ‘‘strongly support’’ 
this amendment. 

Each of these groups realize the im-
portance of fully offsetting this foreign 
aid bill. They have heard the promises 
made by the President and by Congress 
that we would protect Social Security. 
That is what the Tiahrt-Goode-Toomey 
amendment does, fully protects Social 
Security. 

If my colleagues agree that we should 
avoid using Social Security to pay for 
foreign aid spending, then support this 
amendment. If my colleagues agree 
that keeping Social Security safe from 
85 percent of this bill is good, then they 
must conclude that protecting 100 per-
cent of Social Security from this bill is 
even better. Mr. Chairman, it is not 
just the most prudent path politically, 
it is the right thing to do for our sen-
iors, ourselves, and our children. 

I encourage my colleagues to join 
with the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
GOODE) and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and myself and 
support our bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk just a 
few minutes in support of this amend-
ment. I fully concur and commend the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) 
for standing up in a courageous way to 
fully offset this supplemental. 

I can tell my colleagues, if I went 
back to the Fifth District of Virginia 
and said they have a choice between a 

callable capital account and Social Se-
curity, overwhelming support in the 
district would be in favor of Social Se-
curity. 

I have heard those words repeated 
roundly in these halls a lot this year 
and a lot last year. We have heard it on 
the hustings all across this country. 
This is an opportunity to say, yes, we 
are going to go with Social Security 
first, even in supplemental situations 
where there is an emergency. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Tiahrt amendment. I have to say, and 
I mentioned this earlier today on the 
House floor, when a number of us met 
with the Speaker and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the new 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, earlier this year, we talked 
about this bill and how we would like 
to support it but, for a number of rea-
sons we were not able to. 

Much to the credit of Speaker 
HASTERT, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the com-
mittee, and now the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT), we are really off-
setting all of the costs of this supple-
mental appropriation bill. Because of 
that, we are not adding to the debt. We 
are not adding to the deficit. We are 
looking to make this bill work in the 
right way. I think all of our colleagues 
should support this bill and this 
amendment to make it even stronger 
than the committee reported out. I rise 
in strong support. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, we have got to support the 
Tiahrt amendment. It is important 
that we fully, fully put aside the Social 
Security funds. But the Tiahrt amend-
ment is simple, fair, and fiscally re-
sponsible. 

Some of my colleagues are concerned 
that this amendment would affect our 
defense programs. With our forces com-
mitted and fighting in Kosovo, our 
military must be strengthened, and ev-
erybody knows that this administra-
tion has slashed military spending. We 
know troop levels are dangerously low, 
retention is short, recruiting is down, 
and morale is at the bottom of the bar-
rel. 

I agree Congress must step forward 
and reverse these trends by putting 
more money in our defense budget. Our 
fighting men and women deserve the 
best. 

This amendment does nothing to 
harm this goal. The Tiahrt amendment 
takes $195 million of foreign aid money 
from a $12 billion bank account that 
has never been used. It takes no money 
away from defense. No Member should 
oppose taking $195 million from a $12 
billion nondefense account that is not 
being used for anything. 

I would also like to make clear that 
this is not a military emergency. The 
defense portion of this bill is a reim-
bursement for disaster assistance by 
our National Guard which it provided 
to our neighbors in Central America.
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It is money that has already been 
spent. It is not an emergency and, 
therefore, should not be funded as one. 
I understand the concerns that some of 
my colleagues have, but in this case 
offsetting $195 million from nondefense 
accounts is practicable, is reasonable 
and is fiscally responsible, not dan-
gerous. 

We are in Washington to be respon-
sible. The Tiahrt amendment simply 
allows us to keep our promise to the 
American people that we will stop big 
government spending. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment 
today. It is good for America. 

Mr. UPTON. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
point out that this is a small step but 
it is a small step in the right direction. 
Full accountability, full offsets, keep-
ing our promise to the American tax-
payer is something that I think we all 
believe in here, and if we are going to 
be a fiscal conservative and think 
about the dollars going out, we have to 
support this amendment to make sure 
it is 100 percent pure.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to say this 
only once. Do my colleagues know how 
many dollars are saved for Social Secu-
rity by the Tiahrt amendment? Not 
one dime. Do my colleagues know how 
many dollars are saved that would oth-
erwise be spent under the Tiahrt 
amendment? Not one dime. Do my col-
leagues know how many dollars are 
saved that would otherwise be added to 
the deficit if the Tiahrt amendment 
passes? Not one dime. 

The fact is that callable capital to 
our international financial institu-
tions, is appropriated but it is never 
spent. There is never an outlay expend-
iture. When we measure the deficit, 
what we measure is not what the gov-
ernment thinks about spending. What 
we measure is what the government ac-
tually spends, and that is called an 
outlay. 

If we take a look at this committee 
report, if we take a look at the Con-
gressional Budget Office scoring of this 
bill, we will see that the Tiahrt amend-
ment saves not one dime for Social Se-
curity or the deficit or anything else 
because this money was not scheduled 
to be outlaid. The only way that we 
can measure savings is on the outlay 
side. And since there were never going 
to be any outlays, there are no savings. 

The gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT), by his amendment, is sug-
gesting to the House that $195 million 
will not be spent that otherwise would 
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be spent. That is false. Callable capital, 
by its nature, is never meant to be 
spent. So if anyone says that they are 
saving one dime for Social Security or 
saving one dime for the surplus or the 
deficit by the Tiahrt amendment, they 
are telling this House something that 
simply is not true. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me, and I rise in opposition to 
the Tiahrt amendment. And with all 
due respect, I went on the same trip 
with the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT) to Honduras, but his amend-
ment does not help the situation in 
Honduras nor does it help the situation 
at home. 

We have letters from the Department 
of Treasury, we have letters from the 
Bretton Woods committee suggesting 
that his amendment would indeed cre-
ate financial risk. The logic of saying 
that we are going to protect Social Se-
curity when we are going to put the 
whole market at financial risk is just 
not practical. 

The bill, as the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) just indicated, does 
not fully offset the outlays in terms of 
new spending, because the bill will be 
measured by outlays, not by the Tiahrt 
amendment. This amendment does 
damage, not good; it does not protect 
and it does not get the funds to Central 
America which need it badly right now. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge opposition to 
the Tiahrt amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, and in closing, let me simply 
say this bill, if it passes, will actually 
add $445 million to the deficit, and the 
Tiahrt amendment, if it is adopted, 
will not save one dime of that number.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and, hopefully, in the 
process of doing so, have a dialogue 
with my friend, the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. TODD TIAHRT). 

I would hope in the process of this 
discussion I might urge my colleague 
to consider, at least consider, with-
drawing his amendment. Let me ex-
plain why I would even begin to sug-
gest that this might be appropriate 
when I know very well how serious the 
gentleman is about this amendment 
and how hard he has worked to develop 
it. 

The circumstances in Central Amer-
ica are critical circumstances involv-
ing humanitarian efforts that very 
much relate to our efforts to build rela-
tions south of our border. At the peak 
following that disaster we had some 
5,000 troops in the region. We have 
flown nearly 1,000 humanitarian air 
sorties there. We have rescued over a 
thousand people from floods. The mili-
tary was involved in building tem-

porary bridges that allowed lifelines, 
food and medicine, to be delivered. In-
deed, there are hundreds of temporary 
structures built by those military per-
sonnel in an effort to respond to this 
emergency. 

These are not classic military activi-
ties, but, nonetheless, we raised the 
American flag there in defense of the 
well-being of a sizable population of 
our neighbors for reasons well beyond 
just the humanitarian reasons alone. 
The American military is ofttimes the 
only one who can respond quickly 
enough and effectively enough to get 
the life saving job done. 

In this case we are talking about the 
prospects of an offset that arguably is 
not really an offset. It is very clear 
when we are dealing with callable cap-
ital that we do not impact funds that 
might be available for Social Security, 
and I would urge us to be very careful 
about further discussion about that 
possible implication. 

The reason for my touching on the 
edges of suggesting that the gentleman 
might consider responsibly to with-
draw the amendment involves the fact 
that at this very moment American 
troops and materiel are involved in an 
incursion in Kosovo, a very, very seri-
ous circumstance where, in combina-
tion with our allies in NATO, we are 
involved in an effort that could cost 
not hundreds of millions of dollars, but 
a billion dollars or more. 

Let me make this point to my col-
league. Indeed, the amendment that 
the gentleman has before us could be a 
very serious precedent that could im-
pact future requirements as it relates 
to Kosovo. 

One of the most impressive experi-
ences I have had in the time I have 
been in Congress has taken place over 
the last 10 days, an experience in which 
the President of the United States has 
invited Members from both bodies to 
the White House and, together, we have 
spent almost 10 hours discussing ques-
tions which swirl around how we meet 
the challenges in Kosovo and the Bal-
kans. Democrats and Republicans from 
both bodies argued on both sides of our 
being involved. It was a very, very 
healthy discussion, bringing us to the 
point where there was a very healthy 
debate last evening in the other body, 
after which, finally, a vote took place 
in which support was given for Amer-
ica’s effort, along with our NATO al-
lies, in that region. 

Today, we find ourselves in a cir-
cumstance where, indeed, action is 
moving forward. It is very important 
that the debate we have from this 
point forward be as nonpartisan, as 
positive as possible, and as nonsensa-
tional as possible. And, indeed, we 
must recognize as we go forward that 
there will be very real military costs. 
There will be a bill one day soon that 
will request a supplemental that may 
involve the kinds of dollars that I was 

describing earlier, maybe as much as $2 
billion. 

Indeed, if one were to begin to talk 
about offsetting that expenditure, ei-
ther from social programs, from call-
able capital or otherwise, we could find 
ourselves in a debate that could under-
mine our ability to respond to that 
very critical circumstance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the very time that we need 
to bring the House together with a uni-
fied voice in support of our troops in 
Kosovo and in the Balkans and, indeed, 
exercise our responsibility to lead in 
the world at this very important mo-
ment. 

So I would urge my colleague to con-
sider the question, a precedent, that 
says a $195 million expenditure for an 
emergency in Latin America, asking 
for offsets in a very special category, 
could lead to a circumstance where $2 
billion becomes the question and 
should there be an offset. I would ask 
my colleague to recognize that this 
may very well be before us in a very 
short period of time, and I would urge 
the gentleman to respond, if he would, 
briefly. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I want to thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS), chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Defense of the 
Committee on Appropriations, who is 
very knowledgeable about the extreme 
needs we have in our defense at this 
point in time. The gentleman brought 
a very sobering point; that there is cur-
rently activity going on in Kosovo 
where our young men and women are 
at risk, and I hope that we will all keep 
them in our thoughts and prayers. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very proud of the 
job our soldiers have done in Central 
America in meeting the immediate dis-
aster needs. My concern is that if we do 
not find offsets now, we will never be 
able to achieve the future requirements 
that we need for our defense, and that 
is why I wanted to offer this amend-
ment. But I thank the gentleman from 
California for the opportunity. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I guess the 
point that needs to be repeated is that 
callable capital does not provide real 
offsets that provide real funding for the 
military. 

Indeed, if we go forward with this ap-
proach, we will be further taking these 
kinds of monies out of the hide of our 
basic military requirements. If we find 
ourselves later attempting to pay for 
the Kosovo requirements in a similar 
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fashion, it could undermine many a 
critical program entirely across our 
military base. I urge the gentleman to 
reconsider his amendment, otherwise I 
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the 
gentleman’s amendment.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I stood up, Mr. Chairman, to talk 
again about the multilateral banks and 
to talk about callable capital and to 
try and urge my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle not to identify 
this as meaningful and real offsets. 
However, before I do that, I would like 
to join with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), in 
asking that we do nothing at this point 
that would prevent us from coming 
back with a supplemental that we may 
need in case we have to expand our op-
erations or support our operations in 
Kosovo. 

I think that is real. He is absolutely 
correct. We have spent a number of 
hours with the President, Republicans 
and Democrats alike, listening to and 
understanding what is going on there. 
And I think that he has done a favor to 
all of us by pointing out that we do not 
want to take this kind of action with-
out understanding the seriousness of it. 

Beyond that, I think that at this mo-
ment every member of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, every member of 
the Hispanic Caucus, every member of 
the Asian Caucus should be on this 
floor. They should be on this floor 
right now because what they are seeing 
is a precedent that will destroy the 
ability of developing countries to be 
able to have any kind of reasonable 
economic development and to develop. 

I think every member of those cau-
cuses, who have fought for so many 
years to try and be of assistance to 
these developing countries and develop 
markets there for our own economy, 
should come to this floor and help to 
make the argument why this should 
not go forward. 
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What is the reason for this when ev-
erybody understands now that this is 
not real capital, that this simply is 
money that would not be spent, that it 
is not money that is going to be added 
to the budget? Then why are they 
doing it? If they cannot answer that 
question, then they should not proceed 
with this. 

This is not money that can be used to 
reduce the budget in any way. This is 
like a guarantee that in the event they 
are not able to pay back their loans it 
could be used. So if in fact the money 
is not going to reduce the budget, if in 
fact they are literally putting their 
foot on the necks of the most vulner-
able countries in the world who des-
perately need the assistance of the 
multilateral banks, if they understand 
what we are trying to do in Africa and 

in Asia and in Central America, why 
then would they proceed with literally 
diminishing their ability to try and de-
velop and to be independent and to feed 
their people and to provide markets for 
us? Why would they do it? It just does 
not make good sense. 

And so, I am going to ask them, in 
addition to the argument that has been 
made about Kosovo and the possibility 
that we will have a supplemental bill 
on the floor to help out, to also think 
about what I am saying. Why would 
anybody in their right mind want to do 
it if they are not going to yield any 
dollars for them? 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from California for 
yielding. And I would like to remind 
her that this is a precedent that was 
established in 1994 when a previous bill 
came to the floor and $902.4 million was 
taken out of callable capital. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, no, that is not cor-
rect. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
simply say the statement that this is 
similar to what happened in 1994 is 
again totally, absolutely wrong. What 
happened in 1994 was very, very dif-
ferent. It did not involve rescinding 
one dime of obligated callable capital. 

I would simply recite from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury the following 
from his letter. He says, ‘‘Some have 
cited the 1994 rescission as a precedent 
for this goal. The 1994 action and the 
current proposal are not analogous. In 
1994, the U.S. had not subscribed to 
paid-in capital and callable capital 
which were rescinded. The current pro-
posal, however, would reach back to 
capital to which we have formerly sub-
scribed and on the basis of which we 
have exercised voting rights for many 
years. This proposal has rightly be-
come a concern of the markets.’’ 

If any Member says that this is iden-
tical to what had happened in 1994, 
they are either ill-informed or they are 
misleading the House.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Tiahrt-Goode-Toomey amendment. 
Last week the House Committee on the 
Budget, on which I have the privilege 
to serve, approved the budget resolu-
tion that saves the entire Social Secu-
rity surplus, 100 percent of payroll 
taxes, and 100 percent of interest for fu-
ture budgets. It is a budget resolution 
we will debate on this very floor to-
morrow, and it stops the reckless prac-
tice of spending Social Security pay-

roll taxes on non-Social Security pro-
grams. 

My fellow committee members and I 
proudly held a press conference last 
week declaring that this Congress for 
the first time would no longer spend 
the Social Security surplus. And we are 
right. Over the next 10 years, the budg-
et resolution locks away $1.8 trillion 
for our seniors’ retirement both for So-
cial Security and Medicare; and that is 
$200 billion more than the President 
called for in his budget. 

This budget is an important first step 
towards our ultimate goal of real, long-
term structural reform of our Nation’s 
retirement system; and I hope my col-
leagues will join me in supporting this 
budget later this week. 

But would it not be ironic if the 
House passes an emergency appropria-
tions bill that spends today’s Social 
Security money in the same week that 
it passes a budget resolution that tries 
to save future Social Security funds? 
And that is exactly what will happen if 
the House does not adopt the Tiahrt-
Goode-Toomey amendment that fully 
offsets the supplemental emergency ap-
propriations bill. We have got an obli-
gation to ensure that that does not 
happen. 

The $1.3 billion emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill as written 
offsets all but $195 million used to re-
imburse the Defense Department for its 
response to Hurricane Mitch. Any 
spending not offset in this bill will 
come from the Social Security surplus 
because the Federal Government still 
has an on-budget deficit in fiscal year 
1999. The only surplus is the Social Se-
curity surplus. 

My objection is not the Defense De-
partment. It should be reimbursed for 
its work. My objection is certainly not 
the Committee on Appropriations. 
They have worked hard to offset the 
vast majority of the emergency spend-
ing in this bill. But we have come so 
close. Just 15 percent of the bill is not 
offset. And we should finish the job. 

Our amendment finishes the job. It 
offsets the remaining $195 million in 
emergency spending by rescinding 
budget authority for an account al-
ready used to offset in this bill. The 
Callable Capital Account has over $12 
billion in unused budget authority. It 
has not been used this decade. That is 
why Democratic Congress used this 
same account as an offset in 1994. 

Mr. Chairman, I consistently told 
senior citizens in Pennsylvania’s 15th 
Congressional District that Congress 
should not spend Social Security dol-
lars on anything other than retire-
ment. And that is exactly what we 
should do. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Tiahrt-Goode-Toomey amendment. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOOMEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas. 
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Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
yielding. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that 
there is some impression out here that 
there is no money that is going to 
change hands here, that we are going 
to write a check to Central America 
but there is no money that is going to 
leave the Callable Capital Account and 
how this money will miraculously re-
appear down in Central America. 

We are going to write a check to Cen-
tral America and it is not going to 
bounce. The money is going to come 
from somewhere. It is either going to 
come from the surplus or callable cap-
ital. If it comes from the surplus, it has 
to come out of Social Security. It is 
really that simple. 

I want to step back in time to 1994. In 
1994, this Congress committed capital 
stock to the Callable Capital Account 
of $902.4395 million. It was committed 
to the Callable Capital Account. But in 
the piece of legislation that was called 
the Fiscal Year 1994 Disaster Supple-
mental Appropriations, we rescinded 
that. We took the money back. 

Now, they want to say it is com-
pletely different. We were going to 
send capital stock, $902.4 million, and 
then we took it back, we rescinded it 
back; and now they want to say they 
did not have anything to do with it and 
it is not like it is this time. But if we 
look at the votes, it passed with a sig-
nificant margin, 415–2. 

Now, the gentlewoman said that I 
would like to have my foot on the neck 
of developing countries? Well, just a 
couple years ago the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS) joined 
with the gentleman from California 
(Mr. FARR) and with the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and they 
voted for it. They voted for the very 
same thing they are arguing against 
today. And they are trying to demonize 
it somehow I guess by saying I want to 
put my foot on the neck of developing 
countries. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

What I want to do is make sure that 
when we send money down to Central 
America that it does not come from 
Social Security. I want to find unobli-
gated money, money that we can use to 
save Social Security. And that is what 
I have done with this amendment, and 
I urge its passage.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in opposition to 
the Tiahrt amendment. Let me try to 
address some of the points that have 
been made. 

First of all, with respect to the so-
called 1994 rescission. I think the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) has pointed out the definite 
distinction that exists between the 
present case and 1994. He also cited the 
letter from Secretary Rubin that says, 

‘‘it is like apples and oranges, you can-
not compare the two’’. 

But most importantly, the vote that 
he referred to was the vote in favor of 
the final supplemental bill. There 
never was a discrete vote on the par-
ticular rescission in question, and so I 
hardly think that that is analogous. It 
certainly is not precedential on today’s 
vote. 

Secondly, I do want to commend the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
because he understands the signifi-
cance of what we are doing today. We 
might be unable in the future if we act 
on behalf of the Tiahrt amendment and 
we act on the basis of the Tiahrt 
amendment’s underlying rationale to 
ever pass necessary emergency supple-
mental appropriations without wreak-
ing havoc with prior past commit-
ments. This is a dangerous precedent 
to get into. 

Perhaps more important than any-
thing else, it is imperative that we un-
derstand that we live in a very fragile 
global economy. The House Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services at-
tempted in early 1997 to develop a leg-
islative framework to deal with this 
fragile global economy by passing IMF 
legislation. It was from early 1997 until 
October of 1998 that we were able to 
pass that authorizing and appro-
priating legislation so that our multi-
lateral development institutions could 
more appropriately deal with the dete-
riorating global economy. 

In other words, this Congress played 
Russian roulette with the global econ-
omy. And we had a lot of problems in 
Russia, in Brazil, in addition to Asia. 
And now they want to do the same 
thing. They want to say the United 
States has made commitments, we 
have paid in those commitments, we 
have voted on the basis of those com-
mitments because our voting rights are 
coextensive with the commitments 
that we have entered into, subscribed 
to, and paid. 

And now they want to renege on 
them. They want to pull the carpet 
from underneath the IMF, the World 
Bank, the Asian Development Bank, 
the Inter-American Development 
Bank, etc. They want to play more 
Russian roulette with the global econ-
omy. This is a dangerous game to enter 
into. 

That is why I am so pleased that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
spoke against it. I understand he can 
speak for himself. The chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services (Mr. LEACH) strongly opposed 
this I have been advised. He can speak 
for himself. The chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations (Mr. YOUNG 
of Florida) might want to oppose this, 
too. 

Clearly, Secretary Rubin said that he 
would strongly recommend a veto of 
the bill with a rescission of $640 million 
of callable capital. This adds $195 mil-

lion more. It goes from terrible to far, 
far worse. This is not just veto bait. 
This is an absolute veto. Do not play 
this dangerous game.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we are coming 
to the end of this debate. I hope so be-
cause we do have other amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I would have to say 
that I am somewhat reluctant because 
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT) is a very important member of 
our conference, a very important mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and a very thoughtful and stu-
dious Member. And I do not disagree 
with what he is trying to do here by 
way of offset. But I have to tell my col-
leagues that I do disagree with what he 
is offsetting. 

For some years now, starting in fis-
cal year 1995 up through 1999, we have 
had deployments of American forces 
overseas in my opinion some very ques-
tionable deployments that have been 
very costly to the American taxpayer. 

In that time period, we spent $5.2 bil-
lion in Iraq, and that is after Desert 
Storm was over. $9 billion in Bosnia. 
That was a deployment that was sup-
posedly going to last for a year but is 
still going on today. It was supposedly 
going to cost a billion dollars. It has 
already cost us $9 billion. In Haiti, So-
malia, Rwanda, Cuba, Korea and others 
we have spent another billion dollars 
for deployments of U.S. forces. 

In the fiscal year 2000 budget sent 
here by the White House, there is an-
other $1.8 billion for Bosnia, another 
$1.1 billion for Iraq. That does not in-
clude the $300 million that we used in 
Desert Fox in that 3-day campaign 
against Saddam. And this total does 
not include what is going on in Kosovo 
today. And this whole thing in Kosovo 
could cost as much in one deployment 
as all these other numbers that I have 
mentioned because the situation in 
Kosovo could become far, far more dan-
gerous and serious than what we have 
dealt with so far. 

The point I am making here by recit-
ing these numbers, we were asked to 
offset most of these monies and most of 
them were offset from the budget of 
the Army and the Navy and the Air 
Force and the Marine Corps. 

b 1630
We already have a declining invest-

ment in our national security. We al-
ready have many airplanes that cannot 
fly because of a lack of spare parts. We 
have housing needs for our troops that 
are terrible, places that Members 
would not let one of their kids live and 
they would not live but some of our 
kids in the military are living. We have 
11,000 of our kids on food stamps. That 
is not right. We need to do more for our 
military and the men and women who 
serve in the military. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.001 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 5445March 24, 1999
I have stated as chairman of this 

committee, I am going to object to off-
setting money for the Defense Depart-
ment when it is used in a national se-
curity deployment or an emergency 
other than for our own national de-
fense requirements. And so I would say 
to the gentleman from Kansas that I do 
not really like to oppose his amend-
ment, but we have got to make a stand 
somewhere on the issue of national de-
fense. Our party in this Congress has 
made a strong statement on national 
defense. 

Tomorrow during the debate on the 
budget, Members will find that there is 
a very serious problem with national 
defense, not so much from the stand-
point of budget authority but the out-
lay figure is going to be unworkable. 
We have got to put a stop to offsetting 
anything from the defense budget. We 
need to be increasing our investment in 
our national defense. I do not want to 
set the precedent that we are going to 
offset these type of deployments. This 
was a true emergency. American sol-
diers went to Central America, and 
they saved lives and they made it pos-
sible for people to have sanitary condi-
tions. They made it possible to get 
medical care. This money is to replace 
the funds that they spent. 

At this point in the RECORD I want to 
insert a letter from General Wilhelm 
describing the trip that our delegation 
took to Honduras. It provides insight 
into the terrible conditions there and 
the great job our troops did. I have 
eliminated some portions of his letter 
as a matter of confidentiality. 

Mr. Chairman, I must reluctantly op-
pose the Tiahrt amendment on the 
principle of we are not doing enough 
today for our national security effort, 
we need to do more, and we have got to 
stop raiding the budget as it relateso na-
tional defense deployments.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND, 

Miami, FL, March 8, 1999. 
Hon. C.W. BILL YOUNG, 
Chairman, Majority Members, Committee on Ap-

propriations, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, I 

am deeply grateful for the personal interest 
that you have taken in our humanitarian 
and disaster relief operations in Central 
America. I regret that other obligations pre-
vented you from traveling to the region this 
past weekend, but the committee and its in-
terests were well represented by Congress-
men Hobson, Tiahrt and Farr. I wanted to 
take just a moment to share with you my 
impressions of the visit and the status of De-
partment of Defense humanitarian assist-
ance/disaster relief operations. 

While enroute to Honduras on Friday, I 
gave the delegation a detailed overview of 
DOD activities in the region to date. I start-
ed with our life saving and life sustaining ac-
tivities during the first 30 days of the crisis 
when members of our Armed Forces plucked 
1,052 men, women and children literally from 
death’s door, delivered three and a quarter 
million pounds of food to communities cut 
off from the rest of their countries and the 
world by flood waters, and provided 65 tons 

of medical supplies and the clean water need-
ed to successfully stave off feared epidemics 
of cholera, typhus and vector borne diseases 
which would have claimed many more lives. 
To place the disaster in an historic perspec-
tive, I mentioned that the 17,000 plus dead 
and missing in Central America equate to all 
of our losses in the Korean War. I stressed, 
however, that these grim statistics are parts 
of a closed chapter in our humanitarian as-
sistance and disaster relief operations. I em-
phasized that four months have passed since 
Hurricane Mitch unleashed as much as seven 
feet of rain in less than five days on portions 
of Northern Honduras and turned it into an 
inland sea; that the waters have subsided, 
the dead have been recovered and buried, and 
that Hondurans, Americans and the inter-
national community have been working 
around the clock to replace despair with 
hope and restore some degree of normalcy to 
the region. The bottom line as I expressed it 
to the delegation was that rather than the 
absolute desolation and devastation that 
they would have seen during late October 
and early November, they would see an un-
folding success story as key infrastructure is 
restored or recreated. Over the next two 
days, as we drove through Tegucigalpa and 
overflew or visited hundreds of miles of the 
North Coast, I hope these observations were 
reinforced. 

Upon our arrival in Tegucigalpa on Friday 
we immediately boarded helicopters and con-
ducted an aerial and ground tour of key 
bridge and other rehabilitation sites in and 
around the Capital City. The members were 
given a bird’s eye view of a representative 
sample of the projects that were undertaken 
to reconnect Tegucigalpa with the rest of the 
country. This was an early priority for forces 
from the U.S., Mexico and other inter-
national participants in the relief effort. The 
effort in and around the Capital was sus-
tained by the U.S. after withdrawal of other 
international contingents in mid-November. 
Among other projects, the members viewed 
the Juan Molina Bridge which will be a key 
point of interest during the Presidential 
visit. Upon landing, the USAID representa-
tive gave the CODEL a guided tour of tem-
porary resettlement housing, after which we 
proceeded to the Presidential Palace for an 
extended and very significant meeting with 
President Flores that I will discuss later in 
some detail. 

On the second day of the visit we again 
boarded U.S. Army and National Guard 
Blackhawk helicopters, one of which was pi-
loted by a Chief Warrant Officer who had 
flown some of the critical early life saving 
missions. His inflight commentary was in-
valuable. During our lengthy overflight of 
the north coast the delegation was able to 
view at least a cross section of the infra-
structure repairs that have been made 
throughout Central America during the sec-
ond or ‘‘rehabilitation’’ phase of our oper-
ations. We landed and walked across bridges 
built by our engineers. We watched com-
merce laden 18-wheel tractor-trailers rumble 
over culvert bypasses that U.S. troops have 
built over rivers pending the reconstruction 
of permanent bridges. The members took the 
time to flag down passing pickup trucks and 
talk about conditions in Honduras with the 
simple people from the countryside who have 
been most affected by the disaster. I’m sure 
they will pass along to you the comments 
made by ‘‘mainstream’’ Central Americans 
about our presence and what it has achieved. 

Later in the day, we landed in north-
eastern Honduras and the members had the 
opportunity to visit a base camp established 

by members of the Guard and Reserve who 
are supporting the third and final phase of 
our engagement, the expanded New Horizons 
Exercise program. During this phase approxi-
mately 23,000 engineers, medics and support 
personnel from the Guard and Reserve will 
deploy to the region in two-three week incre-
ments during which they will build 33 
schools and 12 clinics, drill 27 high capacity 
wells, repair and rehabilitate more bridges, 
bypasses and secondary roads and conduct 
medical, dental and veterinary outreach pro-
grams that will touch from 70,000 to 100,000 
Central American men, women and children 
in remote parts of the countryside. I expect 
the members will describe to you the out-
standing organization of the base camps, the 
uniformly high morale and positive attitudes 
of the troops involved in this undertaking, 
and the relevance of the work they will do. 

I would like to mention two specific events 
that took place during the visit that I con-
sidered to be particularly meaningful. The 
first was the CODEL’s visit with President 
Flores on Friday evening.

I was pleased and surprised when the 45-
minute planned visit by the CODEL 
stretched out for an hour and a half, going 
well into the evening. I have never seen the 
President as relaxed, cordial or communica-
tive as I saw him Friday night. Congressman 
Hobson speculated that perhaps this was be-
cause he found himself in the company of fel-
low elected officials as compared and con-
trasted with career diplomats and senior 
military officers. In sum, I think the mem-
bers of the Delegation built a remarkable in-
stant rapport with President Flores, put him 
at ease, and received from him a very per-
sonal, open and unabridged assessment of 
conditions past, present and future in Hon-
duras. 

The second event was a ‘‘casual conversa-
tion’’ that Congressman Hobson and I had 
with . . .. This exchange was significant be-
cause it involved a member of the private 
sector, well placed in the business commu-
nity, with no real personal or professional 
ties to the Flores administration. Congress-
man Hobson asked . . . very directly what 
he, as a businessman, thought the United 
States should and should not do for Hon-
duras. I found . . . 15 minute answer very in-
structive and more than a little bit reas-
suring from a DOD standpoint. . . . stated 
emphatically, that our emphasis should be 
on infrastructure repair and development. He 
mentioned specifically reinstallation of 
bridges and repair of secondary and tertiary 
farm-to-market roads. He stated emphati-
cally that we should not give Honduras 
‘‘checks’’. In his words ‘‘we are lousy man-
agers,’’ and he went on to assert that be-
tween local politics and bureaucracy there 
was reason for concern that this type of aid 
would not accomplish the purposes for which 
it is intended. I should add that . . . had ab-
solutely nothing disparaging to say about 
the Flores administration. In fact, he later 
volunteered to me that he thought this was 
a fundamentally honest government doing 
its best to cope with a difficult situation. 
Congressman Hobson and I took these com-
ments on board with considerable interest 
because this gentleman had no ax to grind. 
This was another example of the value of 
congressional visits. The conversation be-
tween Mr. Hobson and . . . was essentially 
one that took place between two business-
men. They spoke the same language and it 
provided some unique perspectives on the 
issues and decisions that confront us. 

I believe that my testimony before Chair-
man Lewis and the members of the Western 
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Hemisphere Subcommittee last week was 
timely and their questions were very rel-
evant. This visit was a useful adjunct. I’m 
sure that the points that I emphasized at the 
hearing and to this CODEL will come as no 
surprise. First, I think DOD resources are 
being applied in precisely the right way in 
Central America. We arrived in force on the 
front end of the crisis and provided the emer-
gency support and assistance that only DOD 
can provide. We are now concluding the sec-
ond phase of our involvement during which 
we have exploited our unique expeditionary 
capabilities, assisting the host nations to re-
gain their equilibrium and restoring their 
ability to provide for the essential health 
and welfare needs of their people. Finally, as 
the third phase unwinds we will revert to our 
normal engagement activities but at a high-
er tempo and intensity. At the end of this 
phase we will resume normal activities in 
the region and complete the DOD disengage-
ment that has occasionally eluded us at 
other times in other places. I am firmly con-
vinced that if we skillfully play this hand 
out, at the end of the day we will emerge 
with a significantly strengthened posture in 
the region and with a ‘‘good will account’’ on 
which we may be able to write checks from 
some time to come. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know better than 
most, none of this has been free. During the 
three phases of the operation, DOD will write 
checks totaling about $215.3M. I hope that 
you will be able to provide supplemental 
funding for these unanticipated and un-
funded requirements. If required to provide 
offsets, I’m afraid there will be little re-
course other than to extort funds from our 
readiness accounts and other programs that 
support and sustain our regional strategies. 
As you know, time is of the essence because 
at this moment important accounts that 
support other crucial worldwide engagement 
programs have been frozen to underwrite our 
expenses in Central America. As examples, 
because the $50M Overseas Humanitarian 
Disaster and Civic Aid (OHDACA) account is 
encumbered, we lack resources to pursue im-
portant, high visibility humanitarian 
demining programs throughout our region 
and around the world. Because the $20M 
CINCs Initiative Fund (CIF) is similarly 
committed, I have been unable to proceed 
with the publication of a crucial human 
rights handbook and training program that 
is designed to help the Colombian military 
overcome its deficiencies in that very con-
tentious area. These are merely illustrative 
of stalled initiatives in Southern Command. 
The list could go on and on with other exam-
ples for EUCOM, PACOM, CENTCOM and 
ACOM. 

I learned this morning that you are consid-
ering a visit to the region, perhaps during 
the third week of this month. I hope this can 
be arranged and I am clearing my calendar 
to accompany you, assuming I can wrangle 
an invitation. I believe you would gain valu-
able insights by observing what has been 
done and what is being done by DOD and oth-
ers to help Central America get back on its 
feet. As I mentioned to Congressmen Hobson, 
Tiahrt and Farr on several occasions, it is 
important that we not lose sight of the fact 
that during the decades of the 70’s and 80’s 
Central America was engulfed by civil wars 
and was anything but a bastion of democ-
racy. Today, all the nations are led by heads 
of state who serve at the pleasure of the peo-
ple and all have market economics. However, 
these institutions are fragile and immature. 
We need to help them over the rough spots, 
and there is more than a little self-interest 

at stake. As I asserted in my annual posture 
statement, ‘‘In a larger strategic context, 
this unparalleled theater engagement oppor-
tunity may stem waves of migrants who 
might otherwise seek to rebuild their lives in 
the United States or neighboring countries.’’ 
Again, many thanks for your interest in our 
region and for your support of DOD. 

Very respectfully, 
C.E. WILHELM, 

General, U.S. Marine Corps, 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern 

Command. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to a point of personal privilege. 

The gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
TIAHRT) took the floor——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
will suspend. A question of personal 
privilege may not be raised in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute to correct the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California to speak out of order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I 
wonder if I could inquire whether this 
relates to the debate. It is getting late. 
There are other amendments to be con-
sidered. I am not going to object if it 
relates to the debate that we are hav-
ing, but if it is on a personal matter, 
the gentlewoman might want to take it 
up with the Member in question. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
not be here unless it related to the de-
bate that we are involved in. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from California (Ms. WATERS) is recog-
nized for 1 minute. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Kansas indicated that 
I had voted for such an action as he is 
prescribing for the offsets. There is a 
letter that has been disseminated by 
Secretary Rubin that says, ‘‘The 1994 
action and the current proposal are not 
analogous. In 1994, the U.S. had not 
subscribed the paid-in and callable cap-
ital which were rescinded. The current 
proposal, however, would reach back to 
capital to which we have formally sub-
scribed and on the basis of which we 
have exercised voting rights for many 
years. This proposal has rightly be-
come a concern of the markets.’’ 

For the record, it should be clear 
that it is not analogous and that I and 
others did not vote for money that had 
already been appropriated.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words.

Mr. Chairman, let me once again ad-
dress the chair, as I think the rules tell 
us we should do, and to sort of give a 

brief history of where we are with re-
spect to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Kansas. 

The Republican Conference and oth-
ers came to us and asked us to offset 
this emergency supplemental spending 
bill. Originally I was opposed to it, but 
when we finally agreed to it, we found 
areas within our scope of jurisdiction 
in foreign operations to offset every 
single penny of foreign assistance. We 
found ways to offset the necessary 
money for Jordan. We found ways to 
offset all of the money for the problems 
with respect to aid to Central America, 
and we found them within our own ju-
risdiction, our own little pot of money 
that we have that we call foreign oper-
ations. I think that that was a respon-
sible thing to do and it is exactly what 
we did. 

Now comes the gentleman from Kan-
sas, and I know his mission is noble 
and I do not question that, but I think 
if he wants to find offsets, he should 
recognize that those of us on this small 
subcommittee of the Congress and the 
Committee on Appropriations have 
found our offset within our jurisdic-
tion, within our little area of responsi-
bility. Now he is saying, take some 
more money out of foreign assistance 
and give it to the military. Maybe that 
is right, maybe it is wrong. I think it is 
wrong. If he wants to find offsets from 
some other area, that is fine with me. 
But I think that history will show us 
that for the last 4 years that we have 
acted very responsibly with respect to 
foreign assistance. We have cut the 
President’s request every year by more 
than $1 billion every year since I have 
been chairman of this subcommittee. 
We are probably going to cut his budg-
et even more so this year, maybe as 
much as 3 or $4 billion. We are doing 
the responsible thing. We did exactly 
what the people of our own conference 
requested; we found offsets. We found 
them within our area of jurisdiction. 

I think if the gentleman from Kansas 
wants to find additional moneys to off-
set the military portion of it, he should 
do it elsewhere. I happen to agree with 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEWIS) with respect to the fact that we 
are going to have to have another sup-
plemental bill in just a few short 
months to handle this situation in 
Kosovo. And to raid the foreign oper-
ations account which has been handled 
in an admirable and I think efficient 
manner during the last 4 years is 
wrong. 

I would urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Tiahrt amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Tiahrt amendment. As 
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, I cannot support 
gutting the funding of the Inter-
national Financial Institutions. I want 
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to remind my colleagues that these fi-
nancial institutions help guarantee the 
IRAs of millions of Americans whose 
mutual funds are invested in Asia. Cur-
rently we have a financial crisis in 
Asia that the financial institutions are 
key to combating. We are currently 
conducting military operations in Iraq 
and in Kosovo. We cannot afford an 
Asian crisis on top of those costly oper-
ations. This is the wrong time to un-
dercut our financial institutions which 
are supporting reforms in Indonesia 
and in South Korea. In Korea, we face 
a crisis in North Korea and the 
strength of our South Korean ally’s 
economy is critical to deterring ag-
gression in that area. 

I join with the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) in strongly op-
posing this amendment. Cutting call-
able capital is not the way to save a 
dime but can trigger yet a third crisis 
that could involve our troops in Asia. 
Let us stick with the bill as drafted by 
the gentleman from Florida, chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

I commend the gentleman from Kan-
sas for defending Social Security. I 
support that goal. But cutting callable 
capital for these institutions will not 
save one dime for Social Security. Let 
us work on reductions in other ac-
counts not directly related to our Na-
tion’s security.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of the debate on this amend-
ment be limited to 15 minutes and that 
the time be equally divided, with the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) 
controlling 71⁄2 minutes and that I 
would control the other 71⁄2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is understood 
that the limitation is on the amend-
ment and any amendments thereto. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes, that is 
correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) will 
each control 71⁄2 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT). 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SHADEGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time. I rise 
in very strong support of the bipartisan 
Tiahrt-Goode amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by 
complimenting the Committee on Ap-
propriations on their work. They did a 
tremendous job of offsetting 85 percent 
of this supplemental appropriation and 
they are to be complimented for that. 
But in point of fact, it is possible to 
offset the balance, to offset 15 percent. 
I think the most eloquent spokesman 
on that point was my Democratic col-

league the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOODE) who pointed out quite 
clearly that if we went home to Ameri-
cans and asked them, do they want this 
additional $195 million which would be 
offset by the bipartisan Tiahrt-Goode 
amendment, do they want that taken 
out of the callable capital account, an 
account which has never been used by 
the World Bank, or do they want that 
taken out of Social Security, their an-
swer would be very clear, they do not 
want it taken out of Social Security, 
they want it taken out of the callable 
capital account. 

There is a very good reason for that. 
This is an account which is there for 
the World Bank to draw on as a back-
stop. But as the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) pointed out ear-
lier, the United States is unique in the 
world in its funding of this account. 
Every other country participating in 
this account pledged their credit to 
fund the account if ever called upon. 
The United States by contrast put up 
the money. The money is sitting there 
and right now not being used for any 
purpose. It can clearly be used to offset 
the remaining 15 percent of the bill, of 
the emergency spending bill, and pro-
tect Social Security. 

For the gentleman from Alabama 
who says we should not do this and for 
the chairman of the Committee on 
International Relations, I would point 
out that in 1994 an amendment passed 
this House, sponsored by Mr. FAZIO of 
the other side, going into the callable 
capital account to the tune of $902 mil-
lion. Now, if it was okay in 1994 to dip 
into that fund for $902 million, tell me 
why then it is not appropriate to keep 
our word to the American people on 
Social Security, to dip into it now for 
a total of $843 million which is the fig-
ure which would occur if the Tiahrt 
amendment passes? 

The simple truth is that we can dip 
into that account, the callable capital 
account, and protect Social Security. 
To my friend from the other side who 
was very offended that we are breaking 
our word to the world by not funding 
this account, where is it more impor-
tant, that we would break our word, 
which, by the way, we are not breaking 
our word because we have put up the 
cash—the rest of the world has only 
put up their promise—but what about 
our promise to the American people 
that we would fund the Social Security 
trust fund? 

I suggest that the Tiahrt amendment 
keeps faith with the American people. 
It keeps faith with our national ac-
counts. The callable capital account is 
an account which has never in its 40-
year history been dipped into. I suggest 
that Members of this body interested 
in protecting Social Security without a 
risk should support the bipartisan 
Tiahrt-Goode amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the great privi-
lege of representing a congressional 
district that has more people receiving 
Social Security checks every month 
than almost everybody else in this 
Chamber. I can promise Members that 
I would not cast a vote or take a posi-
tion here that in my opinion would be 
detrimental to the Social Security pro-
gram. To the contrary, I recall a few 
years back when Ronald Reagan was 
President, we had a very large tax in-
crease to save the Social Security, and 
despite much criticism from many peo-
ple in my district, I voted for that as a 
commitment to Social Security. 

Tomorrow we are going to be debat-
ing the budget resolution where we 
talk about how much we will set aside 
for Social Security. I am going to sup-
port every effort to protect the Social 
Security program and to set aside all 
of the FICA tax because that is why we 
created that tax in the first place. We 
are dealing with fiscal year 1999 money 
here. We are not dealing with next 
year’s budget surpluses or anything 
like that. We are dealing with fiscal 
year 1999 money. 

I ask my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. The bill as presented by 
the committee which the House has 
supported to this point is a good bill. 
The offsets are reasonable and respon-
sible. I am concerned, as I said just a 
few minutes ago, that we would begin 
the precedent over again of offsetting 
from our defense requirements and our 
defense needs and the needs of the men 
and women who serve in our military. 
I do not want to begin the precedent of 
offsetting their extraordinary deploy-
ments that they are required to attend. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for not only op-
position to this amendment but I ask 
for support of the bill. Let us get this 
bill into conference and let us get the 
bill to the President and let us get the 
support to our friends in Central Amer-
ica where the commitments have been 
made.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
would just like to remind Members of 
the House that half this bill is cur-
rently offset by the callable capital ac-
count. That is a total of 85 percent of 
this bill that is offset. I do not find any 
reason why we should not offset the 
full amount. 

I noted that the gentlewoman from 
California says she has a letter from 
Secretary Rubin. I have the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. What happened in 1994 
was that the increases to capital stock 
going into the capital account was re-
scinded under the disaster bill. That 
vote passed by 415–2.

So a precedent was set then, and I 
think I am just following that prece-
dent was set, I am following what the 
committee has done before, and I would 
encourage my colleagues to vote for 
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the Tiahrt amendment. I think it is 
sound fiscal policy, it is pay-as-you-go 
policy, I feel strongly about these off-
sets that they are good offsets, and it 
is very much needed for the disaster 
down in Central America. 

So I would ask for support for the 
Tiahrt-Goode-Toomey amendment. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I sim-
ply applaud the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. TIAHRT) for offering this 
amendment because to me what this 
amendment is about is simply asking 
the question: ‘‘Can you be one half 
pregnant?’’ I do not think that one can 
be. Someone either is or they are not, 
and what he has boldly said here is 
that either we are going to set aside 
every dime for the things that we say 
we are going to set aside for or we are 
not, because if not, though this number 
is small, we run down a very slippery 
slope on the things we end up spending 
for and end up not spending for.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 264, 
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 69] 

AYES—164

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bilbray 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 

DeLay 
DeMint 
Dickey 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 

Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hutchinson 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kingston 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 

Nussle 
Ose 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Portman 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stump 

Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Upton 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Young (AK) 

NOES—264

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Latham 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 

Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 

Tierney 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—5 

Myrick 
Peterson (PA) 

Sanders 
Slaughter 

Stupak 

b 1704 

Messrs. HINOJOSA, HILL of Indiana, 
SCOTT, FARR of California, GEORGE 
MILLER of California and Mrs. MINK 
of Hawaii changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. GILCHREST, DAVIS of Vir-
ginia and BOEHLERT changed their 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of the bill through page 36, 
line 10, be considered as read, printed 
in the RECORD, and open to amendment 
at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the remainder of the bill 

through page 36, line 10, is as follows:
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds appropriated under this head-

ing in Public Law 105–277, $10,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
Of the budgetary resources provided for 

‘‘Small Community Air Service’’ by Public 
Law 101–508 for fiscal years prior to fiscal 
year 1998, $815,000 are rescinded. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANKS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the available balances under this head-

ing, $6,500,000 are rescinded. 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
TRUST FUND SHARE OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

Of the budgetary resources provided for the 
trust fund share of transit programs in Pub-
lic Law 102–240 under 49 U.S.C. 5338(a)(1), 
$665,000 are rescinded. 

INTERSTATE TRANSFER GRANTS—TRANSIT 
Of the available balances under this head-

ing, $600,000 are rescinded. 
GENERAL PROVISION—THIS TITLE 

SEC. 1001. Division B, title I, chapter 1 of 
Public Law 105–277 is amended as follows: 
under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide’’, strike ‘‘$1,496,600,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,456,600,000’’. 
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TITLE II 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS 

CHAPTER 1

THE JUDICIARY 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses,’’ $921,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED 
AGENCIES 

RELATED AGENCY 

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 

BUYING POWER MAINTENANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the unobligated balances available 
under this heading, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 2

UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON 
INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

For necessary expenses for the United 
States Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom, as authorized by title II of 
the International Religious Freedom Act of 
1998 (Public Law 105–292), $3,000,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

EXPORT AND INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the unobligated balances of funds avail-
able under this heading, $25,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

CHAPTER 3

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 105–83, $6,800,000 are 
rescinded. 

OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR 
AMERICAN INDIANS 

FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Federal 
Trust Programs’’, $21,800,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which $6,800,000 
is for activities pursuant to the Trust Man-
agement Improvement Project High Level 
Implementation Plan and $15,000,000 is to 
support litigation involving individual In-
dian trust accounts: Provided, That litigation 
support funds may, as needed, be transferred 
to and merged with the ‘‘Operation of Indian 
Programs’’ account in the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, the ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’ account 
in the Office of the Solicitor, the ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses’’ account in Departmental 
Management, the ‘‘Royalty and Offshore 
Minerals Management’’ account in the Min-
erals Management Service and the ‘‘Manage-
ment of Lands and Resources’’ account in 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

CHAPTER 4

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION 

STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND 
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS 

Under this heading in section 101(f) of Pub-
lic Law 105–277, strike ‘‘$3,132,076,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$3,111,076,000’’ and strike ‘‘$180,933,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$164,933,000’’. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

FEDERAL CAPITAL LOAN PROGRAM FOR NURSING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under the Fed-
eral Capital Loan Program for Nursing ap-
propriation account, $2,800,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND 

IMPROVEMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in section 101(f) of Public Law 105–
277, $6,800,000 are rescinded. 

RELATED AGENCY 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

For an additional amount for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, to remain 
available until expended, $30,600,000 to be 
available for fiscal year 1999, and $17,400,000 
to be available for fiscal year 2000: Provided, 
That such funds be made available to Na-
tional Public Radio, as the designated man-
ager of the Public Radio Satellite System, 
for acquisition of satellite capacity. 

CHAPTER 5
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS 
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS 
HOUSE PAGE DORMITORY 

For necessary expenses for renovations to 
the facility located at 501 First Street, S.E., 
in the District of Columbia, $3,760,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the Architect of the Capitol shall 
transfer to the Chief Administrative Officer 
of the House of Representatives such portion 
of the funds made available under this para-
graph as may be required for expenses in-
curred by the Chief Administrative Officer in 
the renovation of the facility, subject to the 
approval of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives: Pro-
vided further, That section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (41 U.S.C. 5) 
shall not apply to the funds made available 
under this paragraph. 

O’NEILL HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
For necessary expenses for life safety ren-

ovations to the O’Neill House Office Build-
ing, $1,800,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That section 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States (41 U.S.C. 
5) shall not apply to the funds made avail-
able under this paragraph. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—THIS 
CHAPTER 

SEC. 501. (a) The aggregate amount other-
wise authorized to be appropriated for a fis-
cal year for the lump-sum allowance for the 
Office of the Minority Leader of the House of 
Representatives and the aggregate amount 
otherwise authorized to be appropriated for a 
fiscal year for the lump-sum allowance for 
the Office of the Majority Whip of the House 
of Representatives shall each be increased by 
$333,000. 

(b) This section shall apply with respect to 
fiscal year 2000 and each succeeding fiscal 
year. 

SEC. 502. (a) Each office described under 
the heading ‘‘HOUSE LEADERSHIP OF-
FICES’’ in the Act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for a fiscal year 
may transfer any amounts appropriated for 
the office under such heading among the var-

ious categories of allowances and expenses 
for the office under such heading. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply with re-
spect to any amounts appropriated for offi-
cial expenses. 

(c) This section shall apply with respect to 
fiscal year 1999 and each succeeding fiscal 
year. 

CHAPTER 6
POSTAL SERVICE 

PAYMENTS TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Payments 

to the Postal Service Fund’’ for revenue for-
gone reimbursement pursuant to 39 U.S.C., 
2401(d), $29,000,000. 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

UNANTICIPATED NEEDS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 101–130, the Fiscal 
Year 1990 Dire Emergency Supplemental to 
Meet the Needs of Natural Disasters of Na-
tional Significance, $10,000,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 

Notwithstanding the 6th undesignated 
paragraph under the heading ‘‘COMMUNITY 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT—COMMUNITY DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS’’ in title II of the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(Public Law 105–276; 112 Stat. 2477) and the 
related provisions of the joint explanatory 
statement in the conference report to ac-
company such Act (Report 105–769, 105th Con-
gress, 2d Session) referred to in such para-
graph, of the amounts provided under such 
heading and made available for the Eco-
nomic Development Initiative (EDI) for 
grants for targeted economic investments, 
$250,000 shall be for a grant to Project Re-
store of Los Angeles, California, for the Los 
Angeles City Civic Center Trust, to revi-
talize and redevelop the Civic Center neigh-
borhood, and $100,000 shall be for a grant to 
the Southeast Rio Vista Family YMCA, for 
development of a child care center in the 
City of Huntington Park, California. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Under this heading in Public Law 105–276, 
add the words, ‘‘to remain available until 
September 30, 2000,’’ after $81,910,000,’’. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS ACT 
SEC. 2001. No part of any appropriation 

contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 2002. (a) LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS 
FOR CLUB WHEAT PRODUCERS.—In making 
loan deficiency payments available under 
section 135 of the Agricultural Market Tran-
sition Act (7 U.S.C. 7235) to producers of club 
wheat, the Secretary of Agriculture may not 
assess a premium adjustment on the amount 
that would otherwise be computed for club 
wheat under the section to reflect the pre-
mium that is paid for club wheat to ensure 
its availability to create a blended specialty 
product known as western white wheat. 

(b) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.—As soon as 
practicable after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall make a payment to each producer of 
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club wheat that received a discounted loan 
deficiency payment under section 135 of the 
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7235) before that date as a result of the as-
sessment of a premium adjustment against 
club wheat. The amount of the payment for 
a producer shall be equal to the difference 
between—

(1) the loan deficiency payment that would 
have been made to the producer in the ab-
sence of the premium adjustment; and 

(2) the loan deficiency payment actually 
received by the producer. 

(c) FUNDING SOURCE.—The Secretary shall 
use funds available to provide marketing as-
sistance loans and loan deficiency payments 
under subtitle C of the Agricultural Market 
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7231 et seq.) to make 
the payments required by subsection (b). 

TITLE III 
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

SEC. 3001. The Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(as contained in division A, section 101(a) of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended—

(a) in title III, under the heading ‘‘Rural 
Community Advancement Program, (Includ-
ing Transfer of Funds)’’, by inserting 
‘‘1926d,’’ after ‘‘1926c,’’; by inserting ‘‘, 306C, 
and 306D’’ after ‘‘381E(d)(2)’’ the first time it 
appears in the paragraph; and by striking ‘‘, 
as provided in 7 U.S.C. 1926(a) and 7 U.S.C. 
1926C’’, 

(b) in title VII, in section 718 by striking 
‘‘this Act’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘an-
nual appropriations Acts’’, 

(c) in title VII, in section 747 by striking 
‘‘302’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘203’’, and 

(d) in title VII, in section 763(b)(3) by strik-
ing ‘‘Public Law 94–265’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘Public Law 104–297’’. 

SEC. 3002. Division B, title V, chapter 1 of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277) is amended under the head-
ing ‘‘Department of Agriculture, Agriculture 
Research Service’’ by inserting after 
‘‘$23,000,000,’’ the following: ‘‘to remain 
available until expended,’’. 

SEC. 3003. The Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, 
section 101(d) of the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is 
amended—

(a) in title II under the heading ‘‘Burma’’ 
by striking ‘headings ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’ and’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘headings ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund’’, ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ 
and’, 

(b) in title V in section 587 by striking 
‘‘199–339’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘99–
399’’, 

(c) in title V in subsection 594(a) by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘subsection (c)’’, 

(d) in title V in subsection 594(b) by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (a)’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘subsection (a)’’, and 

(e) in title V in subsection 594(c) by strik-
ing ‘‘521 of the annual appropriations Act for 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘520 of this Act’’. 

SEC. 3004. Subsection 1706(b) of title XVII 
of the International Financial Institutions 
Act (22 U.S.C. 262r–262r–2), as added by sec-
tion 614 of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-

tions Act, 1999, is amended by striking ‘‘June 
30’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘September 
30’’. 

SEC. 3005. The Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is amended—

(a) in the last proviso under the heading 
‘‘United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Administrative Provisions’’ by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 104(c)(50)(B) of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act (16 U.S.C. 1361–1407)’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘section 104(c)(5)(B) of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16 
U.S.C. 1361–1407)’’. 

(b) in section 354(a) by striking ‘‘16 U.S.C. 
544(a)(2))’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘16 
U.S.C. 544b(a)(2))’’. 

(c) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) of this section shall take effect as 
if included in Public Law 105–277 on the date 
of its enactment. 

SEC. 3006. The Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Education, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(as contained in division A, section 101(f) of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended—

(a) in title I, under the heading ‘‘Federal 
Unemployment Benefits and Allowances’’, by 
striking ‘‘during the current fiscal year’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘from October 1, 
1998, through September 30, 1999’’; 

(b) in title II under the heading ‘‘Office of 
the Secretary, General Departmental Man-
agement’’ by striking ‘‘$180,051,000’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘$188,051,000’’; 

(c) in title II under the heading ‘‘Children 
and Families Services Programs, (Including 
Rescissions)’’ by striking ‘‘notwithstanding 
section 640 (a)(6), of the funds made available 
for the Head Start Act, $337,500,000 shall be 
set aside for the Head Start Program for 
Families with Infants and Toddlers (Early 
Head Start): Provided further, That’’; 

(d) in title II under the heading ‘‘Office of 
the Secretary, General Departmental Man-
agement’’ by inserting after the first proviso 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
carrying out title XX of the Public Health 
Service Act, $10,831,000 shall be for activities 
specified under section 2003(b)(2), of which 
$9,131,000 shall be for prevention service dem-
onstration grants under section 510(b)(2) of 
title V of the Social Security Act, as amend-
ed, without application of the limitation of 
section 2010(c) of said title XX:’’; 

(e) in title III under the heading ‘‘Special 
Education’’ by inserting before the period at 
the end of the paragraph the following: ‘‘: 
Provided further, That $1,500,000 shall be for 
the recipient of funds provided by Public 
Law 105–78 under section 687(b)(2)(G) of the 
Act to provide information on diagnosis, 
intervention, and teaching strategies for 
children with disabilities’’; 

(f) in title II under the heading ‘‘Public 
Health and Social Services Emergency 
Fund’’ by striking ‘‘$322,000’’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘‘$180,000’’; 

(g) in title III under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Reform’’ by striking ‘‘$491,000,000’’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$459,500,000’’; 

(h) in title III under the heading ‘‘Voca-
tional and Adult Education’’ by striking 
‘‘$6,000,000’’ the first time that it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$14,000,000’’, and by 
inserting before the period at the end of the 
paragraph the following: ‘‘: Provided further, 
That of the amounts made available for the 

Perkins Act, $4,100,000 shall be for tribally 
controlled postsecondary vocational institu-
tions under section 117’’; 

(i) in title III under the heading ‘‘Higher 
Education’’ by inserting after the first pro-
viso the following: ‘‘Provided further, That 
funds available for part A, subpart 2 of title 
VII of the Higher Education Act shall be 
available to fund awards for academic year 
1999–2000 for fellowships under part A, sub-
part 1 of title VII of said Act, under the 
terms and conditions of part A, subpart 1:’’; 

(j) in title III under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Research, Statistics, and Improve-
ment’’ by inserting after the third proviso 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under section 10601 of 
title X of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, $1,000,000 
shall be used to conduct a violence preven-
tion demonstration program: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under 
section 10601 of title X of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as 
amended, $50,000 shall be awarded to the Cen-
ter for Educational Technologies to conduct 
a feasibility study and initial planning and 
design of an effective CD ROM product that 
would complement the book, We the People: 
The Citizen and the Constitution:’’; 

(k) in title III under the heading ‘‘Reading 
Excellence’’ by inserting before the period at 
the end of the paragraph the following: ‘‘: 
Provided, That up to one percent of the 
amount appropriated shall be available Octo-
ber 1, 1998 for peer review of applications’’; 

(l) in title V in section 510(3) by inserting 
after ‘‘Act’’ the following: ‘‘or subsequent 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Acts’’; and 

(m)(1) in title VIII in section 405 by strik-
ing subsection (e) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: 

‘‘(e) OTHER REFERENCES TO TITLE VII OF 
THE STEWART B. MCKINNEY HOMELESS AS-
SISTANCE ACT.—The table of contents of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) is amended—

‘‘(1) by striking the items relating to title 
VII of such Act, except the item relating to 
the title heading and the items relating to 
subtitles B and C of such title; and 

‘‘(2) by striking the item relating to the 
title heading for title VII and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘ ‘TITLE VII—EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING’.’’. 

(2) The amendments made by subsection 
(m)(1) of this section shall take effect as if 
included in Public Law 105–277 on the date of 
its enactment. 

SEC. 3007. The last sentence of section 
5595(b) of title 5, United States Code (as 
added by section 309(a)(2) of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999, Public Law 
105–275) is amended by striking ‘‘(a)(1)(G)’’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘(a)(1)(C)’’. 

SEC. 3008. The Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(g) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is amended: 
(a) in title I under the heading ‘‘National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Op-
erations and Research, (Highway Trust 
Fund)’’ by inserting before the period at the 
end of the paragraph ‘‘: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding other funds available 
in this Act for the National Advanced Driv-
ing Simulator Program, funds under this 
heading are available for obligation, as nec-
essary, to continue this program through 
September 30, 1999’’. 
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SEC. 3009. Division B, title II, chapter 5 of 

the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277) is amended under the head-
ing ‘‘Capitol Police Board, Security En-
hancements’’ by inserting before the period 
at the end of the paragraph ‘‘: Provided fur-
ther, That for purposes of carrying out the 
plan or plans described under this heading 
and consistent with the approval of such 
plan or plans pursuant to this heading, the 
Capitol Police Board shall transfer the por-
tion of the funds made available under this 
heading which are to be used for personnel 
and overtime increases for the United States 
Capitol Police to the heading ‘‘Capitol Police 
Board, Capitol Police, Salaries’’ under the 
Act making appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for the fiscal year involved, and 
shall allocate such portion between the Ser-
geant at Arms of the House of Representa-
tives and the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper of the Senate in such amounts as may 
be approved by the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate’’. 

SEC. 3010. Section 3027(d)(3) of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century (49 
U.S.C. 5307 note: 112 Stat. 366) as added by 
section 360 of the Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(g) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is re-des-
ignated as section 3027(c)(3). 

SEC. 3011. The Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (as 
contained in division A, section 101(b) of the 
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public 
Law 105–277)) is amended—

(a) in title I, under the heading ‘‘Legal Ac-
tivities, Salaries and Expenses, General 
Legal Activities’’, by inserting ‘‘and shall re-
main available until September 30, 2000’’ 
after ‘‘Holocaust Assets in the United 
States’’, and 

(b) in title IV, under the heading ‘‘Depart-
ment of State, Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs, Salaries and Expenses’’, by inserting 
‘‘and shall remain available until September 
30, 2000’’ after ‘‘Holocaust Assets in the 
United States’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to the bill? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. BENTSEN 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. Bentsen:
Page 36, after line 10, insert the following 

new section: 
SEC. 3012. None of the funds made available 

in this Act or any other Act may be used to 
release from detention any criminal alien 
subject to mandatory detention pending re-
moval from the United States. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida reserves a point of order. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BENTSEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment that I am offering today, 

which the gentleman has reserved a 
point of order against, would prohibit 
the use of any funds in this act or any 
other act for the release of criminal 
aliens from detention centers run by 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. This would only apply to 
criminal aliens subject to mandatory 
detention who are pending removal 
from the United States. 

With the passage of the 1996 immigra-
tion reform law, Congress and the 
President placed a high priority on re-
moving noncitizen criminals from the 
United States. This bipartisan reform 
law mandated detention of criminal 
aliens until their removal and provided 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service with two additional years to 
implement the law. It is worth noting 
that since 1996, Congress has doubled 
the funding for detention and deporta-
tion to $730 million. 

In February of this year, reports sur-
faced that the INS planned to release 
criminal aliens, many of whom are 
being held on felony charges. Specifi-
cally, the INS issued a memorandum 
on January 8, 1999, which alerted field 
offices of a shortfall in detention space 
funding and offered guidelines for the 
release of criminal aliens who comprise 
the vast majority of the INS detainees 
awaiting deportation. 

In response, the INS eastern region’s 
regional director released a draft plan 
in early February to free 1,550 criminal 
aliens under a point system that would 
give priority to those with the least se-
rious convictions. Among those eligible 
for release under the proposal were 
criminal aliens who had been convicted 
in U.S. courts for such crimes as drug 
trafficking, assault, burglary, counter-
feiting and alien smuggling. 

After much congressional criticism, 
INS Commissioner Meissner reversed 
the agency’s plan. However, it is in-
comprehensible why such an idea was 
considered in the first place. Quite sim-
ply, it is imperative that the INS con-
tinue to detain and remove criminal 
aliens subject to the mandatory deten-
tion requirements of the 1996 immigra-
tion law. To do so effectively, it is im-
portant to disallow the use of all INS 
funding alternatives, including funds 
appropriated in previous budgets from 
being used for the release of criminal 
aliens, not just those contained in the 
bill before us today. 

The amendment I am offering would 
thus codify the stated plans of Com-
missioner Meissner who said before the 
Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Claims on February 25, 1999, that INS 
will not now release any aliens subject 
to mandatory detention under section 
303 of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996.

b 1715 

Mr. Chairman, the fact is that the 
INS has been woefully inadequate in 

dealing with this problem. I know 
there are a lot of concerns about the 
IRAIRA law as it relates to certain 
resident aliens and people who were in 
the country legally, but this applies to 
people who enter the country illegally 
and who then commit either a felony 
or a misdemeanor and then are subject 
to deportation. 

In my State of Texas, in the State of 
Florida, in California, in the eastern 
region of this country, this has been a 
serious problem. The INS has not been 
very good at getting back to us. 

Earlier this year my colleagues, both 
Republicans and Democrats, from the 
Houston area, wrote to Commissioner 
Meissner asking that she address this 
problem. She did not respond to us 
until today, when I received a letter 
from her, coincidentally. In that letter, 
actually, it was from her Director of 
Congressional Relations, in the letter 
they did state that they have reversed 
the policy. 

It states that various options are 
being explored which will give the 
agency some relief, both in the short-
term and long-term detention, includ-
ing the possibility of seeking addi-
tional funding or the restoration of 
temporary period custody rule release 
authority; that is, they want to go 
back to releasing people who have been 
convicted of felonies. That is unaccept-
able to the constituents in my district. 
I think it would be unacceptable to 
most Members’ constituents in their 
districts.

So while it is unfortunate that the 
point of order will probably be raised 
on this, the fact remains that this is 
the only game in town right now. If we 
are not going to get around to dealing 
with this until we take up the fiscal 
year 2000 appropriations bill, how do we 
know that the INS is not going to go 
back and change their policy once 
again? 

I appreciate the chairman not want-
ing to load up his bill with a lot of 
amendments, but if this was the fiscal 
year 1999 bill, this would have been a 
straight limitation which I would have 
offered. At that time we did not know 
this was going to be a problem. 

This does not add any new money. It 
does something that I think the Con-
gress has already spoken on. I would 
hope the gentleman would not raise 
this point of order, and we could go 
ahead and have this adopted on a voice 
vote by the committee and move on.

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) continue to 
reserve his point of order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized on his point of order. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes to 
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change existing law, constitutes legis-
lation on an appropriations bill, and it 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states, in pertinent part, 
‘‘No amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall be in order if chang-
ing existing law.’’ This amendment 
does not apply solely to the appropria-
tion under consideration, and as much 
as I believe in what the gentleman is 
trying to do, and I think through the 
regular process we can do it, I must 
ask for a ruling of the Chair on this 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) wish to re-
spond to the point of order? 

Mr. BENTSEN. The only thing I will 
say is, I am disappointed that my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida, 
would do this. We have an opportunity 
to address this today. There is no guar-
antee that the committee of jurisdic-
tion would get around to it. It is unfor-
tunate. This is a real problem, but so 
be it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) makes a point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) violates 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

As stated at page 131 of House Prac-
tice, to avoid legislating a limitation 
must apply solely to the funds in the 
bill under consideration and may not 
be applied to funds appropriated in 
other acts. 

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) ex-
plicitly addresses funds in other acts. 
The provision therefore constitutes 
legislation, and the point of order is 
sustained.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 

INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer amendment No. 2. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana:

At the end of title II (page 26, after line 2), 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. 2003. (a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE PAY-
MENTS.—Subject to the provisions of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to enter into agreements to make payments 
for the settlement of the claims arising from 
the deaths caused by the accident involving 
a United States Marine Corps EA–6B aircraft 
on February 3, 1998, near Cavalese, Italy. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR EXERCISE OF AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary shall exercise the au-
thority under subsection (a) not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) SOURCE OF PAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, of the 
amounts appropriated or otherwise made 
available for the Department of the Navy for 
operation and maintenance for fiscal year 
1999, the Secretary shall make available 
$40,000,000 only for emergency and extraor-

dinary expenses associated with the settle-
ment of the claims arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a), unless the agree-
ments made pursuant to the authority 
granted in subsection (a) provide for pay-
ments over a longer period. 

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The amount of 
the payment under this section in settle-
ment of the claims arising from the death of 
any person associated with the accident de-
scribed in subsection (a) may not exceed 
$2,000,000. 

(e) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—Any amount 
paid to a person under this section is in-
tended to supplement any amount subse-
quently determined to be payable to the per-
son under section 127 or chapter 163 of title 
10, United States Code, or any other provi-
sion of law for administrative settlement of 
claims against the United States with re-
spect to damages arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a). 

(f) CONSTRUCTION.—The payment of an 
amount under this section may not be con-
sidered to constitute a statement of legal li-
ability on the part of the United States or 
otherwise as evidence of any material fact in 
any judicial proceeding or investigation aris-
ing from the accident described in subsection 
(a).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) reserves a 
point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, while I will not contest the point 
of order because this is legislating on 
an appropriation bill, I thought this 
issue was important enough to bring it 
before this body right now. 

On February 3 of last year, near 
Cavalese, Italy, a Marine pilot inad-
vertently ran into a gondola on a ski 
lift and killed 20 people. It has been an 
international incident ever since. 

While I agree and fully support the 
ruling of the court-martial that those 
pilots were not in error in this horrible 
tragedy, I do believe that we owe those 
people who died some monetary dam-
ages. We owe their families some mon-
etary damages. 

We have spent $20 million repairing 
the gondola and the ski lift and the 
other things that were damaged near 
Cavalese, Italy, but we have not done 
really very much to take care of the 
people who were really hurt by this 
horrible tragedy, the families of those 
people. 

The Italian court system takes be-
tween 3 and 10 years to settle these 
kinds of claims. It seems to me rel-
atively inhuman to make these people 
wait that long before we pay them the 
damages to which they are entitled. 
They are suffering a great deal right 
now. 

I do not know what kind of message 
it sends to the world when we take care 
of the ski lift but we do not take care 
of the Human tragedy that was in-
volved. It is my opinion that the De-
fense Department has about $68 million 
in unobligated funds from prior years 
from which to draw this money. We are 

talking about a maximum of around $1 
to $2 million for each one of the fami-
lies that were involved. I would just 
say to my colleagues, although I know 
there is going to be a point of order 
that is going to be sustained on this, 
that we ought to do something about 
this in the very near future. 

I would urge the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, to do what they can to make 
sure reparations are dealt with in a 
very timely fashion. We do not want 
these people to suffer for another 3 to 
10 years because this thing is being 
dragged out. Yell. 

Obviously, Mr. Chairman, the United 
States was at fault. There is no ques-
tion about that. While the pilots may 
not have been at fault, those maps did 
not have the gondola on them, did not 
have the ski lift on them. The altim-
eter on the plane, there is some ques-
tion about whether or not it was work-
ing. When they flew into that valley, 
even though there was an optical illu-
sion, there were other factors that 
factored into this that caused this 
tragedy to occur. 

I would just like to say before I yield 
to my colleague, the gentleman from 
Indiana, the United States owes a re-
sponsibility to the people of Italy that 
were harmed by this terrible tragedy, 
and we ought to make restitution as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Indiana, for bringing this meas-
ure. I would like to inform the Mem-
bers about this issue with the ski lift 
in Italy. 

When the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) made a comment about 
the monies have been paid for the dam-
age to the ski lift, we put monies aside, 
there was $20 million, but those monies 
have not been accessed. The ski lift has 
been replaced, the owner-operator has 
gone through the claims process in 
Italy, and it has not yet been adju-
dicated, so the $20 million has not been 
accessed. I wanted to clarify that 
point. 

We have a Status of Forces agree-
ment in Italy, and for the claims proc-
ess, the Navy has jurisdiction. Right 
now when there is a claim, they are to 
go through the Italian government. 
Through the Status of Forces agree-
ment, we, the United States, pay 75 
percent and Italy pays 25 percent, but 
they are to go through the adjudicative 
procedures through the Italian govern-
ment. 

Right now, because we have that 
agreement in place, I will give advice 
to my colleagues, let us permit the ad-
judication to go through the Status of 
Forces agreement. 
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I would say to the gentleman from 

Indiana (Mr. BURTON), I applaud him 
and recognize his efforts, and the 
image that it shows around the world, 
but I would ask the gentleman to let us 
go through the adjudicative procedures 
that we have under our Status of 
Forces agreement in Italy. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, let me just conclude by saying 
that the process the gentleman from 
Indiana just alluded to could take 3 to 
10 years. I think that is too long. The 
other body passed this resolution that I 
am talking about, this amendment, 
yesterday. I think it was Senator ROBB 
that sponsored it. It passed, I think, 
without any opposition whatsoever. 

Those people who are suffering, and 
their families who are suffering right 
now, should not have to wait for an ad-
judication process that is going to go 
on for 3 to 10 years. They suffered 
enough. We need to get on with it.

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) continue to 
reserve his point of order? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I make the point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation on an appropriations bill, 
and therefore violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The rule states, in pertinent part, 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment gives affirmative direction in ef-
fect. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-

pared to rule. 
Does any other Member wish to be 

heard on the point of order? 
The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

YOUNG) makes a point of order under 
clause 2 of rule XXI that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. BURTON) changes existing 
law. The amendment changes existing 
law by, among other things, waiving 
provisions of existing law and imposing 
new duties on the Secretary of Defense. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say, as some-
body who is a strong supporter of the 
amendment that the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. TODD TIAHRT) brought to 
this Floor, that as we get ready to vote 
on final passage of this bill, we need to 
step back and ask ourselves what it is 
we are voting on. 

We did not choose to further offset 
the defense spending with other sav-
ings from nondefense, but I think we 
need to look at what the committee 
has done. They have done a great job of 
saving over $1 billion from the social 
security trust fund, essentially, be-
cause that is where that money comes 

from if we do not offset it. We need to 
recognize that and praise them for that 
work. 

Today we have seen the President 
order bombings in Kosovo. All of us re-
alize that while the President has made 
that decision and ordered the military 
to engage, we in Congress will be asked 
later to find the money to pay for that, 
and that it will become increasingly 
difficult to do so without jeopardizing 
our national defense. 

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to urge my colleagues, all of 
us who share a desire to save social se-
curity, to recognize the good job that 
the committee has done in finding off-
sets for the domestic spending. More 
than $1 billion has been offset. That 
means more than $1 billion has been 
saved for the social security trust fund. 
They have done that without the help 
of the President, without the help of 
the White House, without the help of 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. They deserve to be recognized for 
putting social security as a top pri-
ority in this bill. 

Although I was a supporter of the 
Tiahrt amendment, I thought it was 
the right thing to do. I am also pre-
pared and think the right thing for us 
to do today is to vote ‘‘yes’’ on final 
passage, and recognize that we have 
begun a very arduous task of saying 
that we are going to make sure that we 
offset spending, make sure that we 
save social security by offsetting those 
requests for additional spending, and 
recognizing that we have to preserve 
that trust fund. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for his good work, and I would urge all 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the 5 
minutes. I simply want to say, in light 
of the comments by the previous 
speaker, that repeating a misstatement 
of fact does not make it a fact, no mat-
ter how many times that misstatement 
is repeated.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so to compliment 
the Chairman for having presided in 
this Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union in a very profes-
sional and magnificent fashion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments? 

If not, the Clerk will read the final 
two lines of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘1999 Emer-

gency Supplemental Appropriations Act’’. 

b 1730 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to the bill? 

If not, under the rule, the Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. PEASE, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1141) making emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1999, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 125, he reported 
the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the bill. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays 
211, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 70] 

YEAS—220

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kelly 

King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
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Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 

Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 

Traficant 
Upton 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—211

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (WI) 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Chabot 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 

Green (TX) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefley 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—3 

Myrick Slaughter Stupak 

b 1750 

Messrs. HERGER, RADANOVICH, 
RYUN of Kansas, SENSENBRENNER, 
GUTIERREZ, ROGAN, BARTON of 
Texas, MCINNIS, MANZULLO, 
GRAHAM, POMEROY and MINGE 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. JOHN and Mr. REYES changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
PRESIDENT’S EXPORT COUNCIL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Without objection, and 
pursuant to the provisions of Executive 
Order Number 12131, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Members of the House to 
the President’s Export Council: 

Mr. EWING of Illinois, 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, and 
Mr. PICKERING of Mississippi. 
There was no objection. 

f 

EXPRESSING SUPPORT OF HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES FOR 
MEMBERS OF U.S. ARMED 
FORCES ENGAGED IN MILITARY 
OPERATIONS AGAINST FEDERAL 
REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
resolution (H. Res. 130) expressing the 
support of the House of Representa-
tives for the members of the United 
States Armed Forces who are engaged 
in military operations against the Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia, and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration in the House, with the 
previous question ordered to its adop-
tion without intervening motion ex-
cept for 1 hour of debate, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking member of the Committee 
on International Relations and the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Armed Services or their 
designees. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 130

Whereas the President has authorized 
United States participation in NATO mili-
tary operations against the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia; 

Whereas up to 22,000 members of the Armed 
Forces are presently involved in operations 
in and around the Balkans region with the 
active participation of NATO and other coa-
lition forces; and 

Whereas the House of Representatives and 
the American people have the greatest pride 
in the members of the Armed Forces and 
strongly support them: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives supports the members of the United 
States Armed Forces who are engaged in 

military operations against the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia and recognizes their 
professionalism, dedication, patriotism, and 
courage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of today, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE), the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), and the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GEJDENSON) each will control 15 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
resolution. While I have deep reserva-
tions about the direction of our policy 
in the Balkans and the wisdom of in-
tervening on the ground in Kosovo, I 
have no reservations whatsoever about 
the patriotism, dedication, profes-
sionalism and courage of the men and 
women who serve this country in uni-
form. 

Indeed, since 1992, when American pi-
lots began to conduct no-fly-zone oper-
ations over Bosnia, and sailors began 
to enforce a maritime exclusion zone 
around the former Yugoslavia, hun-
dreds of thousands of our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen and Marines have served 
with distinction in operations in and 
around the Balkans. Their record of 
service is a source of pride to all of us. 
These young people truly deserve and 
represent the best America has to 
offer. 

The operations now underway over 
Yugoslavia represents a new chapter. 
Though these attacks have been me-
ticulously planned and undoubtedly are 
being conducted with consummate 
skill, they are perhaps more dangerous 
than any previous operation in the Bal-
kans. 

b 1800 

The President has rightly spoken of 
the risks to our personnel, for they are 
real and considerable. What we are wit-
nessing in the skies over Serbia is un-
questionably a war. Now, more than 
ever, our armed forces in and around 
the Balkans need and deserve our sup-
port. 

They also deserve the backing of a 
sound policy. Even if the air campaign 
now underway is successful, it will 
merely be the opening move in Kosovo. 
The next step is the deployment of 
NATO and United States ground troops 
in the midst of a civil war where the 
Kosovars are committed to independ-
ence and when the Serbs are deter-
mined to preserve what they regard as 
their historic homeland. 

Thus, there is neither an end date nor 
an achievable end-state in Kosovo. This 
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is an open-ended mission where success 
is impossible to define, as is the mis-
sion of our troops. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution and send a clear message to 
our men and women of the strong sup-
port we have for them as they place 
their lives in danger in the skies over 
Yugoslavia. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is ever an issue 
that brings this Congress together, it is 
a commendation for the men and 
women who fight for this country and 
who serve in its armed forces. And if 
there is ever a message to the other 
countries in this world that democ-
racy, with all its debates, divisions and 
sometimes heated arguments, that it is 
moments like this when we do come to-
gether to support the men and women 
that carry out the foreign policy of the 
United States when it requires mili-
tary action. 

It would be unthinking not to have 
reservations about a policy that uses 
force and puts our people in harm’s 
way. I think every Member who is re-
sponsible worries about the con-
sequences of that action. But what is 
clear is if we do not continue on the 
policy that President Clinton has initi-
ated, we would find more death and de-
struction in Kosovo. 

Today, as we are on this floor, there 
are a quarter of a million refugees. 
There are thousands already dead. Do 
we wait to respond until there are tens 
of thousands or hundreds of thousands 
dead? Do we wait until the quarter mil-
lion refugees become a million or a 
million and a half refugees? 

I say we cannot do that. And so I am 
privileged to be here and join with my 
colleagues to commend the armed 
forces for their role in this, their her-
oism, their technical proficiency. And I 
commend the President for his leader-
ship in solving the problems and fight-
ing to stop the killing, which may not 
solve all problems on earth but will 
certainly give the people of Kosovo an 
additional chance for life. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am pleased to rise in support of this 
resolution, and I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPENCE) for taking the initia-
tive of introducing this resolution. 

Earlier today we received reports, 
and the President has confirmed those 
reports, that operation Noble Anvil, a 
military air operation, is now under-
way over Serbia. 

This is the time to put aside all of 
our differences and any doubts that we 
may entertain about our policy and it 
is time to unite behind brave men and 

women who are now involved in a very 
serious and risky military mission in 
defense of our national interests. These 
include bringing stability to a strategi-
cally important part of Europe, pre-
venting further human suffering, and 
maintaining the credibility of the 
North Atlantic Alliance. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to emphasize 
that while I fully support the NATO air 
campaign to end Milosevic’s brutal at-
tacks upon the Albanian majority of 
Kosovo, this is a decision that many of 
us have come to with great reluctance. 
I fervently wish that our diplomacy 
that has been underway for more than 
a year to end the tragic and needless 
bloodshed in Kosovo had worked. Re-
grettably, as we saw earlier in this dec-
ade in Bosnia, Milosevic only heeds the 
language of military might. 

With this military operation under-
way, we should do everything that we 
can to ensure that our pilots and those 
who support them are successful and 
that they return safely and that their 
time in harm’s way be kept as short as 
possible. They represent the finest as-
pects of our Nation: determination, 
courage, and steadfastness under the 
most difficult of conditions. 

Although our pilots are aware of the 
dangers they now face as they carry 
out their missions over Serbia, the 
most demoralizing thing for our mili-
tary personnel is not knowledge of the 
risks posed by the enemy they are fac-
ing but knowledge of any dissent on 
the home front about the nature of 
their mission. 

So I urge my colleagues, let us today 
by this resolution indicate that we in 
the Congress are united in our prayers 
to them and to their families for a safe, 
swift, and successful end to this air op-
eration. It is important that we recog-
nize that this is not a unilateral mili-
tary action by our Nation but a mili-
tary operation authorized by the 19 na-
tions represented by the North Atlan-
tic Council and ordered by the Sec-
retary General of NATO, Javier 
Solana, and while our armed forces are 
taking the lead in this first wave of at-
tacks, they will be joined by armed 
forces of other NATO allies as this op-
eration progresses. We extend our pray-
ers and our support to those personnel 
and to their families. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge our 
colleagues to join in wishing our air-
men and women Godspeed.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the resolution that is before us, a 
resolution that supports the members 
of the United States armed forces who 
are engaged in military operations in 
Yugoslavia. They are not by them-
selves. This is part of a NATO force. 
Nineteen nations have banded together 
to urge and cause Milosevic of Yugo-

slavia to come to the table and do what 
is right for international peace. Four-
teen of the 19 nations are operating 
today in one way or another in sup-
porting this effort. 

I support our troops engaged in this. 
I support those brave airmen and those 
who support them on the ground. On a 
more personal note, I am privileged to 
represent Whiteman Air Force Base in 
Missouri, which sent several B–2s as 
part of this mission. I am told by 
sources in the Pentagon that they did 
well and that they are returning back 
to Whiteman Air Force Base un-
scathed. 

This is an important measure. This is 
important not only for us in this House 
of Representatives to support and rec-
ognize the professionalism and dedica-
tion and patriotism of those airmen 
and those involved in this operation, 
but I support what we are doing there. 

The Balkans are a tinderbox. World 
War I started there. The United States 
is a leader in NATO, and NATO has as 
its goal and task to bring and keep 
peace and stability in Europe. There is 
a great deal at stake: the stability of 
Europe, the possibility of a wider war, 
refugees in the hundreds of thousands, 
eventual involvement not only of 
NATO but of other allies, such as 
Greece and Turkey, if violence in 
Kosovo spreads to the surrounding 
countries. 

There are no easy choices in this, but 
I support the President’s decision of 
this very, very difficult and dangerous 
mission. And though it is difficult and 
though it is dangerous, it is the only 
alternative open to us. 

I applaud those in uniform, and I 
hope that the people in America, all 
across the land, will understand and 
thank those for their dedication, their 
professionalism, their patriotism, for 
they are doing a great deal in the effort 
to bring peace to a very unhappy part 
of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
was sitting there writing my note and 
not ready to speak, but I will do it off 
the cuff. 

I am vehemently opposed to us going 
into Kosovo, and I will explain why. 
But making that statement, now that 
we are engaged in Kosovo, I will do ev-
erything in my power to support the 
President. I will also tell my col-
leagues why. 

The President did not give us that 
courtesy when I was fighting in Viet-
nam. He continued protesting in coun-
tries that killed many of my friends. I 
myself was shot down by a Russian 
SAM. Now, that may not bother my 
colleagues, but it did bother me that 
the President was protesting in Russia. 
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We need to get behind every one of 

our men and women. I do not care 
about my colleagues here, and I do not 
care about them over here, and I do not 
care about my Senate colleagues. I 
care about those kids we are asking to 
send in harm’s way. And let me tell my 
colleagues why I am opposed to this. 

First of all, a majority of the Russian 
military feel that they need to over-
throw the Russian Government. These 
are the hard-liners that support 
Milosevic. Milosevic is terrible, but so 
is Tudjman and so is Izetbegovic. All 
three of them need to go. And I predict 
that within this year we are going to 
see a major coup in Russia because of 
what we are doing. If I was the head of 
North Korea, I would come tomorrow if 
we get tied in Kosovo. If I was Saddam 
Hussein, I would come tomorrow. 

We are in 52 wars, Mr. Speaker, in 
this world. Some of them far more 
damaging than Kosovo. I am very, very 
concerned of what is going to happen 
over there as far as past foreign policy. 
I look at Somalia, to where the Presi-
dent changed the policy of humani-
tarian to going after Hadeed and then 
he drew down our forces, and after our 
military said we cannot do that be-
cause this makes us vulnerable. He did 
it anyway. And then they asked for 
armor because they could not get in. 
Seventeen hours, I watched it last 
night on television, that it took us to 
get to our troops; and we lost 22 rang-
ers. 

People ask me, ‘‘What is it like to 
work with somebody you cannot 
trust?’’ That is an important question. 
I do not trust this President to get us 
out of Kosovo. I do not trust him to get 
us out of Yugoslavia, no more than I 
expect him to get us out of Haiti, be-
cause we are still there spending $20 
million a year building roads and 
bridges, which is coming out of defense. 

So, yes, Mr. Speaker, I am dead set 
against this. But you also have my 
pledge to do everything I can to help 
the President to get our kids back. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Yugo-
slav President Milosevic’s continuous 
failure to embrace peace and his brutal 
actions against ethnic Albanians in 
Kosovo have precipitated today’s mili-
tary strikes. As our armed forces seek 
to bring a measure of justice to a trou-
bled region, I want to join my col-
leagues in expressing strong support 
for the brave men and women of the 
U.S. military. 

I am saddened that Mr. Milosevic re-
jected appeals for peace. We rightly 
consider the use of force only with the 
greatest reluctance. But our hand has 
been forced by his atrocities, mass 
murder of civilians and forcing whole 
communities from their homes. If left 
unchecked, he will continue his crimes 
in Kosovo. 

Sadly, history has shown us what 
genocide looks like. Slaughtering eth-
nic Albanians, many of them defense-
less citizens and civilians, forcing hun-
dreds of thousands of Albanians to flee 
their homes as refugees, point to the 
grave humanitarian nature of the situ-
ation in Kosovo. Worse, Milosevic’s ag-
gression in Kosovo could jeopardize 
stability in the region by spreading to 
neighboring countries such as Mac-
edonia or Albania. If the U.S. does not 
act now, the crisis in Kosovo will only 
grow worse. 

The situation in Kosovo is serious 
and the challenges our troops face are 
great. I know that our armed forces are 
well-trained and that they will once 
again make us proud. Our prayers are 
with them and with their families as 
they work to counter aggression and to 
foster peace. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), a member of our Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
support this resolution and I support 
our troops. And that is what this reso-
lution is about. But a greater support 
for us would be to insist that before we 
send our troops into action, as they are 
today, that there be a reasonable and 
understood long-term game plan in 
place prior to sending these young peo-
ple, our young defenders, off to fight so 
far from home and in a cause that has 
little to do with our national security.

b 1815 

Yes, we support our troops, but let us 
all together also send this message to 
the people of the world. We are not 
going to send our troops all over the 
world and garrison the rest of this 
planet for the stability of the rest of 
the world. Let Europeans, for example, 
provide the troops necessary for the 
stability that they need in their own 
backyard. Yes, there is a case that 
there is Serbian genocide that is tak-
ing place. The Serbs are committing 
genocide against these Kosovars as 
they did against the Bosnians in their 
attacks against the Slovenians and the 
Croatians under the dictatorship of 
Milosevic and it is intolerable. We rec-
ognize the Kosovars and their right for 
self-determination and independence. 
Yet we do not have the courage to lay 
the diplomatic foundation for a long-
term solution before we order our 
troops into harm’s way. Something is 
terribly wrong here. We should not be 
the policeman of the world. Our troops, 
they deserve to be applauded which we 
are doing, but we should not accede 
and tell the world that they have a 
blank check on the use of our troops to 
create their stability for them. Four 
years ago and $10 billion ago, we were 
told that sending our troops to Bosnia 
would be a 1-year operation and $2 bil-
lion in cost. They are still there. This 

vote tonight is done to applaud our 
troops, but it is not a blank check. It is 
a message of support for our troops. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. I thank the rank-
ing member of the Committee on 
Armed Services for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to strongly urge 
my colleagues to vote for this resolu-
tion that expresses our support for the 
troops in the Balkans. We have the fin-
est fighting men and women in the 
world. Their spirit, commitment and 
dedication is unrivaled. 

In December, I visited our troops 
keeping the peace in Bosnia and Mac-
edonia. I was impressed by the work 
that they have done to help the people 
of Bosnia and Macedonia transition to 
a peaceful society and by the pride that 
they take in their work. 

Our men and women in the military 
are now confronting another great 
challenge. They have again answered 
their country’s call to service. At this 
time of great courage and sacrifice, our 
best thoughts and prayers are with 
them. The President made the right de-
cision to initiate air strikes against 
Yugoslavia. Slobodan Milosevic has 
continually refused efforts to reach a 
peaceful settlement in Kosovo. It is 
now time to display the resolve of the 
international community. 

Mr. Speaker, let us pass this resolu-
tion and show our sailors, soldiers, air-
men and marines that they have the 
support and appreciation of a grateful 
Nation. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Jacksonville, FL (Mrs. 
FOWLER). 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
sobering moment. American military 
pilots and air crews are now in harm’s 
way. I had previously expressed my 
strong reservations about the Presi-
dent’s plan to influence events in Ser-
bia. Now, however, our troops are en-
gaged in a military conflict. As always, 
they are performing their job with the 
utmost professionalism and dedication 
and it is incumbent upon us to dem-
onstrate our fullest support for them. I 
join my colleagues in doing so here and 
am praying, as I know we all are, for 
their safe return. 

I would hope that every Member of 
this House will work together to en-
sure that our military personnel in the 
Balkans have every resource they need 
to perform their assigned mission as ef-
fectively as possible and are able to re-
turn home soon. I hope we are success-
ful in this effort and that Mr. Milosevic 
will soon sign a peace agreement. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this most timely and appropriate reso-
lution. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the ranking 

member for yielding me this time. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 

resolution. Our young men and women 
in the Armed Forces are carrying out 
their duties with courage and profes-
sionalism, and they deserve our praise 
and our complete support. 

In my view, however, it is not enough 
to support our military in carrying out 
the mission given to them. I rise, as 
well, Mr. Speaker, to support the very 
mission itself. The mission is to save 
lives, to stabilize a region, to save lives 
that certainly would be lost if we again 
delayed taking this decisive action. 
The reports about what Serbian forces 
were doing in Kosovo in the last few 
days are clearly horrendous, the sepa-
ration of men from women and chil-
dren, the reported mass execution of 
the former and desperate flight of the 
latter. 

The mission is also asserting U.S. 
leadership when Europe needs that 
leadership. Our allies are with us and 
they need us. Like it or not, Europe 
cannot and does not do it alone. It is in 
our national interest to avoid even the 
perception of a vacuum in our leader-
ship capabilities. That could lead to 
challenges which we cannot foresee 
now, which we cannot predict, but 
clearly which would likely put our 
military men and women at even great-
er risk if allowed to happen. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone says that we 
cannot be the world’s policeman and I 
agree. But when there is a need for ac-
tion and when that action can so clear-
ly be effective and when the military 
can use its resources to minimize the 
risks involved, then we should act. Ty-
rants around the world cannot and 
must not have the false impression of 
knowing that we will not go after them 
because we cannot go after everyone. 
The fact that we could respond should 
give them pause. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been one on this 
floor who in years past have said in 
Bosnia that we should have acted. In 
my opinion had we in Europe acted 
sooner, thousands, yes, tens of thou-
sands of lives may have been saved. 

I support the troops. I support the 
mission.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Banking and Financial Services and 
a member of our committee.

Mr. LEACH. I thank my dear col-
league for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, last week the House of 
Representatives considered several res-
olutions on the Balkans. This gen-
tleman voted to oppose intervention. 
Last night, I explained my concerns re-
lating to the lack of the end game as 
well as the lack of relevance in my 
judgment of use of air power in a part 
of the world which has heavily engaged 
for much of this century in guerilla 
warfare. 

This resolution is poignantly appro-
priate because it respects and reflects 
respect for our troops. But it should be 
understood by this body that the dif-
ficulties that our troops are in are 
much greater today and will be much 
greater tomorrow than they were yes-
terday, not simply because engagement 
is active today but we are changing the 
nature of our involvement. This is a 
bench mark change. We have moved 
from a peacekeeping role to a peace-en-
forcing role. That means we have 
moved from the role of being part of a 
NATO force acting as a police function 
to part of a NATO force choosing sides 
in certain civil war types of setting. 

This means that our troops will now 
become more targets than simply 
intermediaries. Therefore, it is ex-
traordinarily important that all of us 
recognize that there is reason to reflect 
great respect for those troops that are 
being put in harm’s way. But to the de-
gree that foreign policy should be con-
sidered morality in action, we should 
also be clear to recognize that means 
have to be part of the goals. To the 
great credit of the President, the goals 
of the United States in this interven-
tion are quite admirable. The question 
that remains, however, is whether the 
means to achieve those goals will esca-
late the conflict or cause diminution of 
circumstance. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude by 
saying that I think this evening it is 
very important that this Congress 
move forth with this kind of resolu-
tion, and I strongly endorse it. But I 
also think that it be very important 
that we recognize that a change in pol-
icy has occurred of stellar significance 
and that it is our obligation to con-
tinue to review and appraise policies as 
they develop and to commit ourselves 
to doing the best we can to advance ap-
proaches that deescalate rather than 
escalate conflict in the Balkans.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
this House, Democrats and Repub-
licans, unite in support of the men and 
women of our armed forces and those of 
our NATO allies who are now engaged 
in one of the most challenging and dan-
gerous missions of recent times. The 
dangers of this action are indeed great. 
But the dangers of inaction are even 
greater. The decision to act was per-
haps the most difficult foreign policy 
decision our President has confronted. 
The moral leadership in the free world 
that we have exhibited through the 
years is being indeed tested by Presi-
dent Milosevic. With thousands of peo-
ple fleeing Kosovo and with thousands 
of lives hanging in the balance, the 
United States has chosen to stand up 
against aggression and genocide. Our 
action is consistent with our moral re-
sponsibility, it is consistent with our 
commitment to our NATO allies, and it 

is consistent with our efforts to secure 
the peace and stability of Europe where 
two world wars have begun. 

May our prayers tonight be for the 
safety of our soldiers, our sailors and 
our airmen, and may God bless Amer-
ica. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL).

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the committee as well as our 
leadership for bringing a resolution to 
the floor that is one that I can support. 
It is supporting of the troops but it 
does not go that one step further to 
rubber-stamp a foreign policy that is 
very questionable, so I appreciate that 
very much. 

But in another sense, I think it is 
awful strange that every time we do 
find our troops in harm’s way that we 
need to come to the House floor to re-
assure ourselves that we support the 
troops. I have never been challenged, 
and I take controversial votes on occa-
sion, and I have never seen another 
Member challenge anybody as being 
unpatriotic and not supportive of our 
troops. So it sort of bewilders me a lit-
tle bit that we always have to say, ‘‘We 
support the troops.’’ I think that 
should go without saying. 

Nevertheless, we do have this resolu-
tion on the floor, and I will support it. 
But I just wonder why that occurs, 
that we feel compelled to do so. I think 
sometimes it is because we have not 
met up to our responsibilities, because 
we have allowed our troops to be placed 
in harm’s way, and usually in an im-
proper manner. We have not done this 
properly according to the Constitution. 
The President did not get permission 
from the House and the Senate. We 
may have a little bit of a guilt feeling 
about having these troops placed in 
harm’s way without the proper permis-
sion, and, therefore, we have to reas-
sure ourselves that we are taking care 
of the troops. 

Now, if we really want to support our 
troops, I think we would defend the 
sovereignty of this country, we should 
provide for a strong national defense 
and we certainly should avoid putting 
our troops in harm’s way. The real 
question that comes up is by putting 
the troops in this region right now, we 
are invading the sovereignty of a na-
tion which is very questionable. This is 
not done very often. Yet Serbia is a 
sovereign nation. They are involved in 
a civil war, and there are bad guys on 
both sides. For us here in the Congress 
to decide who the good guys and who 
the bad guys are is not possible, nor is 
it our job. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I am a man of peace, not of war. I am 
a believer in the philosophy and the 
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discipline of nonviolence. I am a dis-
ciple of the teachings of Gandhi, Tho-
reau and Martin Luther King, Jr. But 
there comes a time when force and 
military might become necessary to 
put an end to madness. It was Gandhi 
who said, ‘‘Noncooperation with evil is 
as much a moral obligation as is co-
operation with good.’’ Mr. Speaker, we 
cannot sit idly by while thousands of 
people are murdered in Kosovo. 

Today, President Clinton took bold, 
forceful, and decisive action to stop the 
slaughter of innocents in Kosovo. We 
have a moral obligation, a mission and 
a mandate to prevent a modern day 
holocaust. I am hopeful that our mili-
tary action will be swift and sudden, 
that it will be compelling, and that it 
will persuade the Serbs that peace is 
the more excellent path. 

Mr. Speaker, my thoughts and pray-
ers today are with our men and women 
in uniform. May they return home to 
their friends and families safe, sound 
and secure in knowing that, through 
their actions, they have saved the lives 
of countless men, women and children.

b 1830 

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON), a 
member of our committee. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
not going to take long. To me it is very 
simple. 

I absolutely support the members of 
the armed forces, I support our Presi-
dent, I support the mission. I do not 
think there is a single person around 
here who does not see this as one of the 
most difficult decisions we can make. 
But make it we must, and we may not 
be divided. We must not be divided. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this par-
ticular House Resolution 130 whole-
heartedly. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. BOSWELL). 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) for this opportunity to say 
just a couple of words. As my col-
leagues know, it is tough when a leader 
has to lead, and I think we are in that 
position. We are the only superpower, 
and we got a lot of responsibility to go 
with it. None of us who have ever been 
in harm’s way wants to see somebody 
in harm’s way, but, as my colleagues 
know, some of them have had experi-
ences, and I respect everybody that has 
had experiences in life; some of them I 
have had. But I had the opportunity to 
walk on the grounds of Dachau and 
Bergen-Belsen and so on and look at 
what took place there and before they 
became shrines and before they became 
memorials, and I said in my heart: This 
is so wrong. Pray Lord, it will never 
happen again. 

So, Mr. Speaker, as I see what is 
going on over there these last many 
months, people talking to us about it, 
we do not really have a choice. If we 
are the Nation that I believe us to be, 
then we must stand up and do some-
thing even though as difficult as it 
may be. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I support our 
troops, I support our President’s deci-
sion, and I know it is hard, but I hope 
that they return safely and the mission 
is over soon. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST). 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I would like to express 
in the strongest terms possible my sen-
timents of this resolution tonight in 
the House of Representatives, that it is 
a heartfelt, gut wrenching resolution 
from every Member of the House of 
Representatives to everyone in the 
world about the United States commit-
ment to this effort now underway and 
that it is not an act of war, it is an act 
of peace, a gesture of justice, and we 
appeal to the leaders of the world that 
the United States is carrying out the 
commitment that we had at the end of 
World War II that this will never hap-
pen again. The seeds of despair, the 
crime of genocide, will be stopped. 

This, Mr. Speaker, this resolution is 
a gesture on our part to the parents, 
the wives, the children of the men and 
women in harm’s way in this air strike. 
We, as Members of the House, come to-
gether to share their anguish. This res-
olution is a statement to Mr. Milosevic 
and people like him around the world 
that we are resolute in our relentless 
determination to end cruel injustice 
and genocide. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here tonight to 
express in the strongest way possible 
that we, with the unity of the full 
House and this country, that our sup-
port for our troops and this mission is 
unequivocal. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ENGEL). 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
support the resolution, I support our 
armed forces, our brave men and 
women, and I support the President in 
his courageous decision. 

This morning I showed a picture that 
I wanted to in advance and say it 
again. I apologize to my colleagues, the 
American people, if they are offended 
by this picture, but I think it has to be 
shown because this to me tells us why 
we are in Kosovo. 

This is the picture of one of the vic-
tims, a dead Albanian child. Let me 
read for my colleagues what it says. It 
says his mother will never have to see 
him this way, they killed her too. 
Every night, while most of our children 
sleep in the comfort of a warm bed, Al-
banian homes in a place called Kosovo 

are being raided, and innocent people 
are being massacred, many of them 
children, all in the name of ethnic 
cleansing. 

That is what is going on. That is why 
we, as leaders of the world, have to be 
in Kosovo, to stop genocide on the con-
tinent of Europe. That is why NATO 
has to be there, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization which is con-
cerned about North America and Eu-
rope, to stop genocide. It is in U.S. na-
tional interests to stop genocide and in 
the U.S. national interest to stop a 
wider war because, if we did nothing, 
surely the war would expand and pos-
sibly engulf NATO allies such as Tur-
key and Greece and Hungary and other 
countries such as Albania and Mac-
edonia and Bulgaria. 

So once again, as the leaders of the 
free world, we are doing the right 
thing. 

Mr. Milosevic has broken every 
agreement that he has accepted. He 
signed an agreement in October, and he 
violated it. Thousands and thousands 
of people have been displaced from 
their homes. There are a quarter of a 
million refugees, 100,000 in the past 2 
weeks alone. People are being slaugh-
tered. Innocent civilians, unarmed ci-
vilians, men, women and children lined 
up and shot into a pit. This has to stop. 

I am proud of our Armed Forces. Sup-
port the resolution. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 11, as a freshman Member of this 
body, I witnessed one of the most pro-
found debates on the issue as to wheth-
er or not we should allow the President 
to move ahead on his plan to attack 
Yugoslavia. I was on the losing side of 
that debate. I believed that the deci-
sion was wrong; I believe that it is 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I am still convinced 
that the decision is a mistake, and I 
could not in good conscience say other-
wise. Now, however, the trigger has 
been pulled and we cannot put the bul-
let back into the chamber. 

Our only course of action is to, in 
fact, pray for the safe return of our 
Armed Forces now engaged and pray 
also that we do not use this as a cri-
teria for future involvement of a simi-
lar nature because I can assure my col-
leagues that if, in fact, everything I 
have heard tonight as to the reasons 
why we are here, why we are doing 
what we are doing in Yugoslavia, if 
that is what we are going to use for 
interaction, if that is what we are 
going to use as a reason to put our 
forces in harm’s way, I have a list of 
countries about, oh, as long as my arm 
that I can get for my colleagues that 
fit everyone of those criteria, and I 
hope and pray that we do not go there. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 
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Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the ranking 

member for yielding this time to me, 
Mr. Speaker. 

I rise in strong support of the resolu-
tion. I speak as someone who has some 
grave doubts about the underlying pol-
icy but no doubt at all about my admi-
ration and respect for the men and 
women in uniform who represent us so 
ably tonight. Our hearts and our pray-
ers are with them, and our hearts are 
also with those who sit at home with 
their hearts in their throats waiting 
for the phone to ring with news about 
what has happened to their loved ones. 
It is our prayer that when that phone 
rings in houses and apartments all over 
America and around the world that the 
news will be good and the voice will be 
the voice of their father, or their moth-
er, or their brother, or their sister, or 
their son and their daughter saying: 

I am safe, I am well, and I am coming 
home soon. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also hope that 
Members would do more than just 
come to the floor on days like this 
when we commend the efforts of our 
troops, but they would also come to 
the floor on days when we decide how 
much to pay our troops, come to the 
floor and support our efforts when we 
decide the quality of life for their fami-
lies in bases around the world, would 
come to the floor and support the ef-
forts that will give them the safest 
planes and the most accurate missiles 
and the most sure defense systems as 
well. Honoring our troops is not simply 
something we should do in times of 
grave national crisis; it is something 
that we should do every week and 
every day and every month with every 
dollar that we commit to their well-
being and their safety. 

I am pleased to join with colleagues 
from all around the country on both 
sides of the aisle in sending our prayer 
of support, but adding an admonition 
that we stand by our people not just to-
night, but in the weeks and months to 
come. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port our troops. I support air and logis-
tics support, not ground troops. And I 
believe we better be very careful before 
we commit ground troops into this re-
gion. Milosevic definitely must be chal-
lenged, and I would like to say to this 
body that there will not be a long-term 
solution of lasting peace without deal-
ing with the issue of independence that 
was recommended to this body in 1986. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to quote the in-
telligence report: 

Without independence for Kosovo, 
there will be revolution and bloodshed, 
and that bloodshed will be American as 
well if it is allowed to escalate. 

I support our troops; I am sure they 
will do a great job; and I support the 
efforts of our Congress in working with 

this issue and dealing with a tough 
technical subject. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR). 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY) for yielding the time and my 
friend from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for 
sharing his time with me. 

Mr. Speaker, tens of thousands of Al-
banian Kosovars are trudging through 
the mud and the snow in a desperate 
trek to safety, and behind them the 
troops of Slobodan Milosevic are shell-
ing their villages, are slaughtering 
their livestock and are setting their 
homes a flame. In burning the homes of 
innocent people in Kosovo, Milosevic is 
also igniting a much broader conflict. 
It is one that threatens to spread 
throughout the Balkans and beyond. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why America 
and NATO allies are acting now to put 
a stop to this human catastrophe, to 
douse the flames of war before they 
spread and to demonstrate NATO’s re-
solve for peace in Kosovo. Bombing the 
forces of Milosevic entails significant 
risk, but the risk of doing nothing is 
even greater. We learned that lesson in 
Bosnia where western inaction allowed 
things to generate into terrible atroc-
ities. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past year we 
have worked very hard to facilitate a 
just settlement for the people of 
Kosovo and Yugoslavia, but Milosevic 
has refused to compromise, he has ig-
nored our overtures for peace, and he 
has broken his promises. Even as we 
speak, he intensifies his campaign of 
violence and intimidation and ethnic 
cleansing. Just since Friday his troops 
have forced 25,000 families, Albanian 
Kosovars, from their homes.

b 1845 

We have all seen the pictures, old 
people and children struggling down a 
dirt road clutching the few possessions 
that they carry. Some have not been so 
lucky. Many Albanian Kosovars have 
been executed by Serbian forces merely 
because of their ethnic heritage. 

This slaughter cannot, must not con-
tinue. Our forces will strike hard and 
have struck hard to deter his aggres-
sion, eliminate his offensive military 
capabilities and show him decisively 
that the only sensible choice is the 
path to peace. 

Mr. Speaker, twice this century and 
throughout the Cold War American sol-
diers have fought bravely to protect 
freedom and democracy in Europe. We 
gather in this chamber tonight to ex-
press our pride and our support for 
them as they engage in this important 
mission once again. Our prayers are 
with them as they risk their lives so 
that others might live in safety and in 
freedom. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-

braska (Mr. BEREUTER), the distin-
guished chairman of our Subcommittee 
on Asia and the Pacific.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, today 
is a tragic day. It will undoubtedly be 
the beginning of a tragic scenario. I 
think the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PAUL) asked an interesting question. 
Why is it he said, that we repeatedly 
are up here on the House Floor under 
the compulsion to express our support 
for our men and women in the armed 
services? I think it probably has some-
thing to do with we have had too many 
military deployments recently which 
were based on very questionable prem-
ises, ill-informed, ineptly handled and 
for which there was no exit strategy, 
and here we are again facing the same 
kind of deployment problems. 

In Kosovo we are trying to coerce a 
peace agreement between two sides 
which do not agree with the objectives 
of that peace agreement. As a result of 
the American and NATO air strike 
today, the Serbians are now going to be 
more supportive for Milosevic. 

Now, certainly America’s objectives 
in Kosovo are honorable and humane. 
There is no doubt about that, but I be-
lieve that contrary to what is expected, 
with this armed action against the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia we are 
actually going to see a further desta-
bilization in the Balkans. A fragile 
country, the Republic of Macedonia, or 
the Former Yugoslavian Republic of 
Macedonia, if you prefer, will be sub-
jected to further destabilization. I also 
believe we are going to accelerate the 
kind of violence by Serbian forces in 
the next few days against the Albanian 
ethnics in Kosovo. That is almost inev-
itable. 

Bombing will not do what we hope it 
will do. Bombing or air power never 
wins wars: it never settles things on 
the ground. It takes ground troops. So 
we will go through this air strike phase 
against missile sites and air defense 
systems, then we will accelerate the 
air attacks against strategic targets, 
and, I predict, unfortunately that with-
in 2 months, probably in a far shorter 
time than that, we will be involved 
with ground troops in Kosovo and there 
will be Americans among them. 

We do need to support our troops, by 
all means, because they are now going 
to be there for a very long time as 
ground troops in a hostile environ-
ment. There is no exit strategy pre-
pared or easily possible from this un-
happy quagmire. 

I also think we have to decide when 
it is indeed in our vital national inter-
est to be involved in humanitarian ef-
forts that we want to support. Why not 
in the civil and ethnic or racial con-
flicts in the Caucasus? Why not in Cen-
tral Asia? Why not in Rwanda or Congo 
or Eritrea and Ethiopia? I ask those 
questions of my colleagues, but I do 
support the resolution and the men and 
women of our armed forces and I know 
we all do.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps my colleague 
for whom I have the greatest esteem I 
can answer most immediately, we do 
not have a NATO treaty with Rwanda. 
We do not have a NATO treaty with 
Eritrea and with Ethiopia. 

I stand to support our military this 
evening. I stand to support them not 
only this evening but in their being 
ready in the future. For those of us 
that have stood here and asked for de-
ployment, we have a responsibility to 
put our money where our mouth is. 

All of us pray for the safe return of 
our troops. These brave Americans are 
keeping our commitment to our allies 
in NATO. They are discharging a great 
humanitarian purpose. 

A week ago, I saw a report on tele-
vision where a 12-year-old boy had the 
responsibility of taking care of six of 
his siblings because his mother and fa-
ther had been slaughtered. Our troops 
tonight are standing with those chil-
dren to give them a chance for free-
dom. The commander in chief of this 
country is standing with those children 
this evening and our 18 allies in NATO 
are standing with them, too. Support 
our troops. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HASTERT), the Speaker of the 
House. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HASTERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to answer 
my distinguished friend the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS). We have 
no NATO agreement with Kosovo, with 
Yugoslavia or Macedonia either. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, cer-
tainly tonight is a grave time for this 
country. It is a time that any time our 
armed services, our young men and 
women, confront an enemy in service 
of this country is a time that we must 
focus on and we must pray for their 
strength and safety, and we are there. 

We can debate the reasons why we 
are there and we can talk about if it is 
good or it is not good. We can talk 
about the problems that we have seen 
in that area, namely Kosovo, but we 
are there. I would like to take this op-
portunity to offer my personal appre-
ciation and strong support for our men 
and women. They are in the skies over 
Kosovo and Serbia as we speak. They 
are risking their lives for certainly the 
ideal of democracy and safety and de-
cency, and our hearts and our prayers 
certainly go with them. 

We know how dangerous their mis-
sion is, and we strongly urge all Mem-
bers to give their whole-hearted sup-
port to this resolution. 

I would like to commend those brave 
young men and women for their selfless 
sense of honor and duty to their coun-
try. Each is a modern hero, an example 
of why America is truly a great Nation, 
and we wish them godspeed in their 
mission and certainly a safe return. 
The hearts of all Americans, and pray-
ers, are with them. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support for our brave men and 
women of our armed forces which are 
now involved in the military oper-
ations against Serbian military targets 
in the former Yugoslavia. 

The military action we have under-
taken has three objectives: First, to 
demonstrate the seriousness of NATO’s 
opposition to aggression and its sup-
port for peace. 

Second, to deter President Milosevic 
from continuing and escalating his at-
tacks on helpless civilians by seriously 
punishing such actions. 

Thirdly, to damage Serbia’s capacity 
to wage war against Kosova in the fu-
ture by diminishing its future capabili-
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, as we have seen numer-
ous times in the past, the only lan-
guage that Mr. Milosevic understands 
is that of force. Therefore, I believe it 
is imperative that he be assured of our 
firm resolve to continue military ac-
tion until Serbian forces halt their 
campaign of murder and repression and 
comply with the demands of the inter-
national community. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe military inter-
vention is the right course of action 
and we must remember that these ac-
tions carry with them considerable 
risk. And so we must remember those 
young men and women of our armed 
forces and pray for their safe and 
speedy return. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. COOK). 

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from New York (Chairman 
GILMAN) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
resolution supporting our armed forces 
engaged today in military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. Like my colleagues, my 
thoughts and prayers are with these 
men and women for their safe and swift 
return. 

However, I am very distressed that 
again Congress was not consulted until 
the bombers were virtually on their 
way. Today’s action reinforces the con-
tinued circumvention of the War Pow-
ers Act. Although I deplore the geno-
cide and ethnic cleansing that is being 
waged by the Serbs against ethnic Al-

banians in Kosovo, I am very concerned 
that we are being drawn into a situa-
tion that will require ground troops. 

The situation in Bosnia has contin-
ued for many years and while things 
may have improved there, no exit 
strategy is in sight. This action in re-
gards to Kosovo appears to be headed 
in exactly the same direction and with 
much higher risks. It is imperative 
that congressional approval be sought 
by the administration before this ac-
tion escalates. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND). 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, like everyone in this 
House tonight I rise in support of this 
resolution and join in offering my 
thoughts and prayers to the young men 
and women in American uniform and 
to all those military personnel from 
the other 18 NATO nations who are 
committed to restoring the peace in 
Kosovo. 

Once again, they are called upon to 
carry out a dangerous military mission 
to bring peace and stability to Europe. 
I believe this is the right policy at the 
right time and for the right reason. 

The people of Kosovo are good and 
decent people who do not deserve to be 
murdered and forced from their homes 
by Milosevic’s army. I am proud of our 
men and women in the military who 
will carry out their duties profes-
sionally, honorably and courageously. 
May they all return home to their fam-
ilies safely.

If we have learned anything from the 2nd 
World War, it is that the United States of 
America cannot stand idly by while atrocities 
and genocidal practices are being committed 
against defenseless civilians. 

The action taken today is not unilateral. All 
19 members of NATO agreed that the time 
has come to stop Milosevic’s campaign of ter-
ror in Kosovo in order to prevent further trag-
edy and to stabilize the greater Balkan region. 

In this matter, the danger of inaction far out-
weighs the risk of action. If we can learn any 
lesson from both World War I and World War 
II, it is that the U.S. can and must take a lead-
ership role to stop tyranny and atrocities that 
threaten innocent people and the free world. 

But ultimately, it is not NATO that is acting 
today, but individual men and women in the 
uniforms of the United States Armed Forces, 
as well those of our allies. These soldiers sail-
ors and airmen are in harm’s way, and we 
must support them to the fullest. 

We should not delude ourselves in thinking 
that air strikes and other military actions in the 
Balkans will be as safe as the actions we 
have taken recently in Iraq. The situation in 
Kosovo is far more complex, and our actions 
there may result in casualties and even loss of 
life. 

Let us hope the military action is successful 
and those men and women can return home 
soon. 
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Mr. LATOURETTE. The Chair an-

nounces that the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) has 1 
minute remaining and the right to 
close. The gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN) has 21⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. HOEFFEL) has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and a member of our com-
mittee. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, some years 
ago we had a Member of Congress 
named Ben Blaz. He was from Guam, 
and he was a military man. He was a 
general in the Marine Corps, and he 
told me, he said, there is nothing worse 
for an infantryman to be climbing up a 
hill and look back over his shoulder 
and seeing that nobody is there. 

Well, we want to tell our fighting 
forces in Kosovo and in Yugoslavia to-
night that we are there. We are con-
stantly reminded of the heavy, heavy 
price that freedom extracts from us. 
The brave men and women that are 
willing to risk their lives in a far away 
land to resist genocide are living proof 
that patriotism and valor are still the 
defining characteristics of our fighting 
people. 

The finest speech I have ever heard in 
25 years in Congress was delivered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ACKERMAN) last week over there on 
this issue. He reminded us that when 
the Holocaust occurred we all said 
never again, never again. 

Well, again is happening right now. It 
is happening in Kosovo, where thou-
sands of people are massacred and 
other thousands of people, elderly and 
infants, are roaming the snowy moun-
tains because they have been dispos-
sessed. It is happening again. 

I do not know how we turn our back 
on that and walk away if it is within 
our power to stabilize the situation and 
stop the killing. 

So that is what this is about. We can 
debate the policy again and again and 
again, but we are there and the geno-
cide is there and we do have a national 
interest in halting the killing. We have 
a human interest in halting the killing. 
So I want to express my pride, I want 
to express my prayers for the fighting 
men and women who are in the front 
lines paying the price, halting the 
genocide and doing the Lord’s work.
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I am proud of our military. Dip-
lomats are fine, lawyers are great, but 
in the last analysis, it is the soldier 
that pays for freedom, and we ought to 
be thanking God on our knees that we 
have such men. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) for 
his very excellent words in support of 
this resolution. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the final minute of my time. 

This clearly is a good resolution that 
deserves all of our support, Mr. Speak-
er. We all support our fighting forces at 
this time of their need. This military 
action is the right thing to do for at 
least three reasons: 

First, we need to stop this brutal dic-
tator, Milosevic, from plunging Europe 
into an even deeper cycle of unrest and 
instability and violence; secondly, we 
need to prevent a humanitarian crisis 
from deepening, affecting the innocent 
civilians in Kosovo; and thirdly, we 
need to act to support our national 
credibility and NATO’s credibility in 
this measure. 

We all support the resolution, com-
pliment our fighting men and women, 
and wish them God speed. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here discussing a 
resolution to commend the American 
military forces. This is as it should be. 
We have also discussed and heard words 
explaining why we are leading the 
NATO forces in doing what we are 
doing, for humanitarian purposes, for 
purposes of keeping NATO strong, for 
purposes of keeping the Balkans from 
erupting onto a wider war or conflict. 

Let us talk about the troops for a 
minute. Let us talk about those young 
men and those young women who day 
in and day out wear the uniform of our 
country. Let us think of them not just 
tonight, let us think of them at other 
times, not just our committee but all 
of us, regardless of the committee on 
which we serve. 

They are the cream of the crop. They 
are the seed corn of the future of Amer-
ican democracy, the young men, young 
women who raise their right hand and 
swear to uphold the Constitution and 
do their duty. That is the bottom line 
of young America. I am so proud of 
them. 

Here they are being called upon to 
fulfill a very dangerous mission, yes. 
They are those in the air forces of our 
country, the Air Force, Marines, Navy. 
But I am sure that all men and women 
in the military are in our thoughts and 
prayers tonight. 

As fewer and fewer people wear the 
uniform, fewer and fewer sons and 
daughters and grandsons and nephews 
and nieces, there seems to be a growing 
gap between American civilians and be-
tween those who defend our freedoms. 

Let us not just think of those in our 
United States forces this evening, let 
us think of them at other times. Let us 
think of them at the times we debate 
the budget, when we discuss what we 
should do for their pay, for their bar-

racks, for their families, for their hous-
ing, for their housing allowances. We 
want to do better for them than we 
have in the past. 

In a democracy, it is often difficult 
to show appreciation for those in the 
military. Rudyard Kipling, the poet 
laureate of Great Britain many years 
ago, penned a poem entitled ‘‘Tommy,’’ 
reflecting the fact that the soldier, the 
Redcoat, was out of sight, out of mind, 
until there was trouble at hand. 

He penned and wrote, ‘‘It is Tommy 
this and Tommy that, and throw him 
out, the brute, but it is ‘Savior of our 
country’ when the guns begin to 
shoot.’’ 

Let us keep the young people of our 
forces, whether they be in Fort Leon-
ard Wood, Whiteman Air Force Base, 
any post or base throughout this world, 
in our thoughts, in our minds, in our 
prayers, and in our votes on this floor 
when it comes to supporting them, not 
just tonight by this vote, but by votes 
and debate and help in the days ahead. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the mission of our Com-
mittee on Armed Services is to prop-
erly provide for our military people. 
The chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Military Procurement is the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) is recog-
nized for 1 minute. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, in a cou-
ple of minutes we are going to tell 
these wonderful people who protect 
America, our uniformed service per-
sonnel, how much we respect them. We 
are going to tell them that with this 
vote. But in the next several weeks, we 
are going to have a chance to show 
them how much we support them and 
how much we respect them. 

I hope every Member here will vote 
to close that 131⁄2 percent pay gap that 
exists between them and the private 
sector, and help to get those 10,000 
service personnel off food stamps. I 
hope every Member here will vote for a 
defense budget and for supplemental 
budgets to pay for that $1.7 billion 
worth of ammo that we are short in the 
Army, and to pay for the equipment 
that our personnel need, and to pay for 
some of the spare parts we need to get 
those planes off the ground that right 
now are grounded. 

These are our finest citizens, and I 
hope in the next several weeks we are 
going to show that and demonstrate 
that in the best way we know how. 
That is when we vote to support them.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am trou-
bled by events taking place far away in the 
Balkans today. The brutal aggression and 
‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ that have been long per-
petrated by Serbian President Slobodan 
Milosevic must come to an end. Today, the 
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military forces of NATO, led by the United 
States, struck at the heart and means of this 
miscreant aggression. 

Too many lives in past conflicts have been 
lost because of inaction. Imagine how different 
the world might have been had the world 
stood up sooner to an Adolf Hitler or a 
Heideiki Tojo. We are once again at one of 
those historical crossroads. It is necessary 
and proper that the United States and our 
NATO Allies force the hand of Milosevic to-
ward the end of just governance and human 
decency. The Serbian military’s brutality in the 
name of a 610-year-old vindication is childish 
and historically indefensible. Today, with 
God’s help, we aim to set things right. 

In bi-partisan fashion, I stand in strong sup-
port of our President’s decision and applaud 
his courage. I stand in strong support to our 
brave troops, our gallant allies and all their 
faithful families as we begin to embark on this 
endeavor to stop the senseless violence. Let’s 
hope that President Milosevic will get the mes-
sage and return to the table of peace. 

Mr. ORITZ. I rise today in support of the 
resolution before us, in support of our young 
men and women in uniform serving in the Eu-
ropean theater, and in support of NATO’s de-
cision to use force to try and change dictator 
Slobodan Milosevic’s mind about continuing 
his holocaust in Kosovo. 

As the Ranking Democrat on the Armed 
Services Readiness Committee, I have been 
in the Bosnia/Southeastern European theater 
several times over the past few months and 
have spent significant time talking to our 
troops over there. 

In Bosnia, when we sent troops to keep the 
peace there, we were not quite sure how that 
would turn out, but we knew that doing noth-
ing was unacceptable. The soldiers I have 
talked to in Bosnia have told me that they 
know their mission is successful because the 
fighting has stopped and they now see chil-
dren playing in the street. 

The United States has a large responsibility 
in this world. The lessons of WWII taught us 
that unchecked aggression and man’s inhu-
manity to others will not simply stop. Someone 
must step in to stop them. That is one of the 
fundamental reasons NATO was created, to 
stop unchecked aggression by dictators. 

Generally, people across the country cannot 
find Kosovo on a map and do not yet under-
stand why slaughter after slaughter in a place 
far, far away can invoke the military might of 
the United States. That is unfortunate. The 
truth of the matter is that the effects of this un-
checked aggression have already begun to 
spill over the borders of Kosovo and Bosnia 
into Italy, Hungary, Greece and Turkey. These 
are NATO allies and we have a responsibility 
to them. 

Our troops are presently engaged in a hos-
tile action, and the House of Representatives, 
and the entire Congress, owes them our re-
spect and our support.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the NATO Air strikes aimed at pre-
venting any further loss of lives in the embat-
tled Serbian province of Kosovo. It is clear 
that all reasonable diplomatic avenues had 
been exhausted and military action was inevi-
table. The United States and NATO have an 
obligation to uphold the basic standards of 

human rights and hold Serbia and its leader-
ship to the October 1998 agreement which 
they made and which they have blatantly dis-
regarded. Furthermore, seizing upon the with-
drawal of the OSCE monitors as an oppor-
tunity to unleash another round of assaults on 
the civilian population of the Kosovo region is 
unacceptable. 

Leaders of the ethnic Albanian majority 
Kosovars will settle for autonomy today, but 
plainly want complete independence for their 
region. The Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic 
continues to adamantly stand opposed today 
to Kosovo’s pleas, even autonomy for Kosovo, 
which he rejected after years of such status in 
the late 1980’s. Serbia’s Milosevic’s ethnic 
cleansing crusade has claimed the lives of 
thousands of innocent civilians since the re-
newed military action in 1998. This Serbian 
aggression can not be overlooked. The ac-
tions carried out by the Milosevic regime cer-
tainly has the potential to undermine the Bos-
nian Peace Accords and spill over into neigh-
boring countries, such as Macedonia, Albania, 
Turkey and Greece. I will remind my col-
leagues that this small trouble spot on the 
map in Eastern Europe was the spark for past 
World Wars. 

After months of peace talks and violations of 
cease-fire agreements, Milosevic continues to 
launch attacks and mass genocide against the 
Kosovars in Serbia. As a result, by October 
1998, up to 275,000 civilians had fled their 
homes. Some have immigrated to the Yugo-
slav republic of Montenegro; others crossed 
the border into Albania or Macedonia, but 
most stayed in Kosovo and have been subject 
to genocide by Milosevic’s Serb troops. The 
latest outbreak of fighting has created a new 
refugee crisis, with about 60,000 people anew 
fleeing their homes in the last couple of 
weeks. 

Ironically, as the integration of Central Eu-
rope into NATO occurs, the United States can 
not sit back and allow this type of conduct. 
This flies into the fact of NATO’s agreements 
and purpose. Such events, if unaddressed, will 
seriously undermine NATO’s credibility and 
role within Europe. Mass genocide must not 
be tolerated. For moral reasons independent 
of our pre announced alliances much less in 
the face of it. NATO was not formed and 
maintained for parade purposes. When it is 
necessary and needed member nations must 
act to fulfill its mission. The irony of this crisis 
is two-fold. Nobody likes to send anyone into 
a situation with the possible loss of their lives. 
But right now innocent lives such as the elder-
ly, women and children are being lost at the 
hands of Slobodan Milosevic’s Serbian forces. 

I support our troops and this justified and 
necessary mission in attempt to end the geno-
cide and protect the basic human rights for the 
Kosovars and Serbian compliance with the 
basic cease fire agreements that they have 
pledged to agree to in October of 1998. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, last week, I voted 
against the resolution authorizing the deploy-
ment of United States military troops to 
Kosovo. Although the House ultimately ap-
proved the resolution, my concern that we are 
entering into this operation without a well-de-
fined mission, and, more importantly, a strat-
egy to remove our troops remains. 

Despite the many different opinions on this 
situation, it is now time for every American to 

stand unified behind our men and women in 
uniform. 

We must not, however, yield to the emotion 
of the moment. To protect our sons and 
daughters it is vital that the President, and the 
Congress, together, continue to act prudently 
to not only preserve the lives of innocent 
Kosovars but our young men and women 
abroad. 

I only ask that we, as one nation, offer our 
thoughts and prayers for the families, and the 
safe return of these brave young Americans. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). All time for debate has 
expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the previous question is ordered 
on the resolution. 

The question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that, I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 1, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 71] 

YEAS—424

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell 

Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 

Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
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Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 

McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 

Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—1 

Lee 

NOT VOTING—9 

Calvert 
English 
Frelinghuysen 

Myrick 
Nussle 
Pickering 

Slaughter 
Stupak 
Weller 

b 1924 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for:
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

71, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained and missed the following 
rollcall vote: Rollcall vote No. 71, H. Res. 130. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 130, the 
resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1150 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to remove my name as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 1150. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

INTERIM FEDERAL AVIATION AD-
MINISTRATION AUTHORIZATION 
ACT 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 643) 
to authorize the Airport Improvement 
Program for 2 months, and for other 
purposes, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) briefly to explain the bill. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
simple extension. We are taking the 
Senate’s bill to extend the Airport Im-
provement Program for 2 months so 
that we can then deal with the major 
legislation in April or May. That is all 
this is. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this legislation.

On March 31, 1999, funding for the FAA Air-
port Improvement Program will be cut off. Last 

year, we attempted to pass a comprehensive 
long-term bill that would have extended AIP 
and FAA funding. 

However, due to a breakdown in conference 
negotiations, only a short-term 6-month exten-
sion for the AIP was passed as part of the 
Omnibus appropriations bill. 

In February of this year, the House passed 
H.R. 99, a six-month bill to extend AIP and 
fund FAA’s operations and facilities and equip-
ment programs through the end of FY 99. 

H.R. 99 was passed so that AIP funding 
would not run out while we attempted to pass 
our long-term aviation reauthorization bill, 
AIR–21. 

H.R. 99 was passed out of the House and 
sent to the Senate on February 3, two months 
prior to the expiration of AIP funding on March 
31st. 

In the shadow of this imminent deadline, 
last week the Senate passed a two-month ex-
tension bill that would fund AIP only through 
May 31st of this year. 

The Senate bill also includes technical 
changes for the Military Airport Program and 
the small airport fund within AIP to allow them 
to work under the limited extension. 

In addition, the Senate bill extends the War 
Risk Insurance Program for two additional 
months. Its funding is also set to expire on 
March 31st. This is an important issue, espe-
cially in light of current events. 

The House passed H.R. 98 in February, 
which extended the War Risk Insurance Pro-
gram through 2004. If the Senate should pass 
H.R. 98, it is our intention that that bill exten-
sion for 5 years should take precedence over 
this two-month provision. 

Finally, the Senate bill allows the FAA to 
consider a PFC application from Metropolitan 
Washington Airport Authority up to a limit of 
$30 million. Under current law, FAA is not al-
lowed to consider a PFC application from 
MWAA. 

Although this bill only extends the programs 
for two months instead of the House-passed 
six month bill, it is important that this bill pass 
so that funding for AIP does not lapse. 

I urge you all to support this bill so that this 
short term measure is in place and funding for 
your local airports will remain in effect while 
we attempt to pass a long-term FAA reauthor-
ization bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, it is 
regrettable that the other body did not 
act as responsibly and as promptly as 
this committee and this body did, but I 
do support this 2-month extension. 

Further reserving the right to object, 
I want to observe with sadness the 
death of a good friend to airports, to 
this committee, and to the Congress, 
Ellis Ohnstad, the long-time employee 
of the FAA Airports Office, a constant 
source of good humor and solid infor-
mation and support for our committee. 
We will miss him dearly.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support pas-
sage of S. 643. S. 643 provides for a 2-month 
extension of the Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP) and authorization for other Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) programs through 
the end of the fiscal year 1999. 

In February, the House passed H.R. 99 
which extended the AIP until the end of fiscal 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H24MR9.002 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE5464 March 24, 1999
year 1999. The other body was unwilling to 
agree to a 6-month extension and sent to the 
House a 2-month extension. The House ap-
proach is still the preferable one, but with AIP 
due to lapse on March 31, a 2-month exten-
sion is better than letting the program expire. 

It is disturbing to me that the other body 
continues to play political games with AIP. AIP 
funds critical safety, security, and capacity 
projects at airports throughout this country. 
The stop-go-stop approach taken by the other 
body to this issue has caused administrative 
inefficiencies at the FAA and, more impor-
tantly, doubt for airports in moving forward on 
projects. I am particularly concerned about 
northern states where the lack of commitment 
to a full-year program threatens the construc-
tion season. 

It is my hope that another extension will not 
be needed since the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee on March 18th passed 
H.R. 1000, the Aviation Investment and Re-
form Act for the 21st Century, known as AIR–
21. With leadership support and assistance, 
we should be able to move this bill forward for 
floor consideration shortly. 

H.R. 1000 meets four pressing challenges 
facing the aviation system: Capacity at our na-
tion’s airports; accelerating the modernization 
of the air traffic control system; promoting 
competition in the airline industry; and increas-
ing safety in the aviation system. 

We have tremendous needs especially in 
the airport system: renovating existing run-
ways and taxiways; helping communities cope 
with noise problems; increasing capacity 
through projects like San Francisco’s $1 billion 
runway project; and meeting airport require-
ments so the smaller airports can take advan-
tage of technological breakthroughs like GPS/
WAAS. AIR–21 meets these airport and other 
challenges and I look forward to working with 
Members of the House on its passage. 

In the short-term, this extension is needed 
and I ask all Members to support S. 643. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows:
S. 643

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Interim Fed-
eral Aviation Administration Authorization 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Section 48103 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking from ‘‘$1,205,000,000’’ 
through the period and inserting 
‘‘$1,607,000,000 for the 8-month period begin-
ning October 1, 1998.’’. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
47104(c) of such title is amended by striking 
‘‘March’’ and inserting ‘‘May’’. 

(c) LIQUIDATION-OF-CONTRACT AUTHORIZA-
TION.—The Department of Transportation 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 is amended by striking the last proviso 
under the heading ‘‘Grants-in-Aid for Air-

ports, (Liquidation of Contract Authoriza-
tion), (Airport and Airway Trust Fund)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Provided further, That not more 
than $1,300,000,000 of funds limited under this 
heading may be obligated before the enact-
ment of a law extending contract authoriza-
tion for the Grants-in-Aid for Airports Pro-
gram beyond May 31, 1999.’’. 
SEC. 3. AIRWAY FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT PRO-

GRAM. 
Section 48101(a) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: 

‘‘(3) $2,131,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.’’. 
SEC. 4. FAA OPERATIONS. 

Section 106(k) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking from 
‘‘$5,158,000,000’’ through the period and in-
serting ‘‘$5,632,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.’’. 
SEC. 5. REMOVAL OF THE CAP ON DISCRE-

TIONARY FUND. 
Section 47115(g) is amended by striking 

paragraph (4). 
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF AVIATION INSURANCE 

PROGRAM. 
Section 44310 of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘March’’ and 
inserting ‘‘May’’. 
SEC. 7. MILITARY AIRPORT PROGRAM. 

Section 124 of the Federal Aviation Reau-
thorization Act of 1996 is amended by strik-
ing subsection (d). 
SEC. 8. DISCRETIONARY FUND DEFINITION. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF SECTION 47115.—Section 
47115 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘25’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘12.5’’; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence in sub-
section (b). 

(b) AMENDMENT OF SECTION 47116.—Section 
47116 of such title is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘75’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘87.5’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
in subsection (b) as subparagraphs (A) and 
(B), respectively, and inserting before sub-
paragraph (A), as so redesignated, the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) one-seventh for grants for projects at 
small hub airports (as defined in section 
41731 of this title); and 

‘‘(2) the remaining amounts based on the 
following:’’. 
SEC. 9. RELEASE OF 10 PERCENT OF MWAA 

FUNDS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sections 

49106(c)(6)(C) and 49108 of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary of Transportation 
may approve an application of the Metro-
politan Washington Airports Authority (an 
application that is pending at the Depart-
ment of Transportation on March 17, 1999) 
for expenditure or obligation of up to 
$30,000,000 of the amount that otherwise 
would have been available to the Authority 
for passenger facility fee/airport develop-
ment project grants under subchapter I of 
chapter 471 of such title. 

(b) LIMITATION.—The Authority may not 
execute contracts, for applications approved 
under subsection (a), that obligate or expend 
amounts totalling more than the amount for 
which the Secretary may approve applica-
tions under that subsection, except to the 
extent that funding for amounts in excess of 
that amount are from other authority or 
sources. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

b 1930 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 643. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 37 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to remove the 
name of the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. JOHN PORTER) from House Joint 
Resolution 37, the Tax Limitation Con-
stitutional Amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

EXTENDING SELECT COMMITTEE 
ON U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY 
AND MILITARY/COMMERCIAL 
CONCERNS WITH PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
Rules be discharged from further con-
sideration of the resolution (H. Res. 
129) extending the Select Committee on 
U.S. National Security and Military/
Commercial Concerns With the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 129

Resolved, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF SELECT COMMITTEE. 

Section 2(f)(1) of House Resolution 5, One 
Hundred Sixth Congress, agreed to January 
6, 1999, is amended by striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ 
and inserting ‘‘April 30, 1999 (or, if earlier, 
the date on which the Select Committee 
completes its activities)’’. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol-
lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 

MRS. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my special 
order up at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
f 

OUT OF THE MOUTHS OF BABES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU-
KEMA) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to bring to the attention of our col-
leagues and our people in the country 
to the outstanding anti-smoking pro-
gram that the faculty at the Byrd Ele-
mentary School in Glen Rock, New 
Jersey, is providing for their students 
in cooperation with the New Jersey 
Breathes organization. 

The highlight of the program was a 
school-wide assembly that I had the 
privilege of attending on Monday, 
March 22d, and during that assembly a 
5th grade student, Katherine Sommer, 
was honored as the winner of a com-
position contest conducted as part of 
the anti-smoking effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to read this win-
ning essay so that my colleagues, their 
children and their grandchildren can 
benefit from the direct and lucid way 
that Katherine Sommer expressed her 
wisdom on the issue of smoking and 
young people. My reaction was, ‘‘out of 
the mouths of babes’’. 

Here is her essay. It was entitled 
‘‘Don’t Smoke’’. Katherine Sommer 
began this way:

Things can happen. Some things can’t be 
helped. Some things can. Some people die of 
old age, heart attacks, and many other 
things, but a lot of people die a long, horrible 
death. They die of smoking. It could happen 
to you if you make one bad decision. Think 
of it this way. If you choose to smoke, you 
will be doing something really stupid. You 
could get very sick or even die. That 
wouldn’t be worth it, would it? The worst 
part is it would be all your own fault!

Mr. Speaker, I want to remind my 
colleagues that Katherine Sommer was 
speaking to her classmates.

Some teenagers and young children start 
smoking for some really silly reasons. Some 
kids may want to join a popular group at 
school, and think smoking will make them 
look older. Some girls think smoking will 
make them look cool and boys will like them 
even more. What they do not know is if what 
happened on the inside of your body hap-
pened on the outside, you would look really 
ugly. 

If you think that most kids smoke, you’re 
wrong. The average kid doesn’t smoke. And 
if you’re anywhere near average, you won’t 
either. You could really hurt yourself. You 
could get lung cancer, throat cancer, gum 
cancer or lip cancer. These are only some of 
the horrible diseases that you can get from 
smoking. And think, you could die just from 
trying to be cool. 

Another reason you may start smoking is 
that a family member or really good friend 

may already smoke. You might think that 
it’s harmless. You may think, I’ll try one 
smoke, and if I don’t like it I won’t have any 
more. Well, it’s not that easy. Smoking is 
addictive. That means that once you start 
something, you can’t stop. Once you try it, it 
could be too late. 

I do not intend to smoke. You shouldn’t ei-
ther. Don’t let anything interfere with your 
dreams. Just don’t try smoking. It’s not 
healthy.

That was Katherine Sommer, 5th 
grade, winning essay in Glen Rock, 
New Jersey. Again I want to say to my 
colleagues, out of the mouths of babes, 
a message for the ages. 

f 

GOVERNMENT PENSION OFFSET 
REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. JEFFER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have the opportunity to pro-
vide this statement regarding the Gov-
ernment Pension Offset Reform legisla-
tion that I introduced today. 

Pension offset reform is an important 
issue to me. It is an important issue for 
my constituents in Louisiana and it is 
an important issue for many State and 
local government employees across the 
Nation. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
State and local government employees 
were excluded from Social Security 
coverage when the Social Security sys-
tem was first established in 1935. These 
employees were later given the option 
to enroll in the Social Security Sys-
tem, and in the 1960s and the 1970s 
many public employees opted to join 
in. 

Some local governments chose to re-
main out of the system. Their employ-
ees and spouses planned for their re-
tirement according to the rules in ef-
fect. It is estimated that about 4.9 mil-
lion State and local government em-
ployees are not covered by Social Secu-
rity. Seven States, California, Colo-
rado, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachu-
setts, Ohio and Texas, account for over 
75 percent of the noncovered payroll. 

Many of the State and local govern-
ment employees that are covered by 
government pensions are or will be un-
fairly affected by the pension offset. As 
Members may be aware, the pension 
offset was originally enacted in re-
sponse to the perceived abuses to the 
Social Security system resulting from 
the Goldfarb decision. 

The Social Security system provides 
that if a spouse who worked and paid 
into the Social Security system died, 
the benefits were to be paid to the sur-
viving spouse as a survivor benefit. 
Men were required to prove dependency 
on their spouses before they became el-
igible for Social Security benefits. 
There was no such requirement for 
women. 

The Goldfarb decision eliminated the 
different treatment of men and women. 

The Court instead required Social Se-
curity to treat men and women equally 
by paying benefits to either spouse 
without regard to dependency. 

Many of the men who would benefit 
from the Goldfarb decision were also 
receiving large government pensions. 
It was believed that these retirees 
would bankrupt the system, receiving 
large government and private pensions 
in addition to survivor benefits. 

To combat this perceived problem, 
pension offset legislation was enacted 
in 1977. The legislation provided for a 
dollar-for-dollar reduction of Social Se-
curity benefits to spouses or retiring 
spouses who received earned benefits 
from a Federal, State or local retire-
ment system. The pension offset provi-
sions can affect any retiree who re-
ceives a civil service pension and So-
cial Security, but primarily affects 
widows or widowers eligible for sur-
vivor benefits. 

In 1983, the pension offset was re-
duced to two-thirds of the public em-
ployer survivor benefit. It was believed 
that one-third of the pension was 
equivalent to the pension available in 
the private sector. 

The pension offset, aimed at high-
paid government employees, also ap-
plies to public service employees who 
generally receive lower pension bene-
fits. These public service employees in-
clude secretaries, school cafeteria 
workers, teachers’ aids, and others who 
receive low wages as government em-
ployees. The pension offset as applied 
to this group is punitive, unfairly 
harsh and bad policy. 

Government pensions were tailored 
to reduce benefits that were equal to 
many combined private pension-Social 
Security policies in the private sector 
for upper level government workers. 
However, this was not true for lower 
income workers, such as employees 
who work as secretaries, school cafe-
teria workers, teachers’ aids, and oth-
ers who generally receive lower pension 
benefits. 

To illustrate the harsh impact of the 
pension offset, consider a widow who 
retired from the Federal Government 
and receives a civil service annuity of 
$550 monthly. The full widow’s benefit 
is $385. The current pension offset law 
reduces the widow’s benefit to $19 a 
month. Two-thirds of the $550 civil 
service annuity is $367, which is then 
subtracted from the $385 widow’s ben-
efit, leaving only $19. The retired work-
er receives $569, $550 plus $19, per 
month. 

Proponents of the pension offset 
claim that the offset is justified be-
cause survivor benefits were intended 
to be in lieu of pensions. However, were 
this logic followed across the board, 
then people with private pension bene-
fits would be subject to the offset as 
well. But this is not the case. 

While Social Security benefits of 
spouses or surviving spouses earning 
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government pensions are reduced by $2 
for every $3 earned, Social Security 
benefits of spouses and surviving 
spouses earning private pensions are 
not subject to the offset at all. If retir-
ees on private pensions do not have So-
cial Security benefits subject to offset, 
why should retirees who work in the 
public service system? 

Mr. Speaker, the pension offset has 
created a problem that cries out for re-
form. It will cause tens of thousands of 
retired government employees, includ-
ing many former paraprofessionals, 
custodians or lunch room workers, to 
live their retirement years at or near 
the poverty level. 

My office has received numerous 
calls, all from widows who are just get-
ting by and desperately need some re-
lief from the pension offset. During the 
105th Congress I introduced the Gov-
ernment Pension Offset Repeal bill, 
H.R. 273. Thanks to the grassroots sup-
port for it, it received 183 votes. Today 
we introduced this bill with 119 cospon-
sors already, and I look forward with 
my colleagues to gaining passage of 
this important reform legislation. 

f 

U.S. MILITARY ACTION TAKING 
PLACE IN SERBIA IS UNCONSTI-
TUTIONAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, U.S. mili-
tary forces are now bombing a foreign 
nation halfway around the world. This 
cannot be a proud moment for Amer-
ica. The reason given for doing so is 
that Serbian leaders have not done 
what we have told them to do. 

Serbia has not invaded another coun-
try but is involved in a nasty civil war, 
with both sides contributing to the vio-
lence. There is no American security 
interest involved in Serbia. Serbia has 
not threatened us nor used any force 
against any American citizen.

b 1945 

As bad as the violence is toward the 
ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, our ability 
to police and stop all ethnic fighting 
around the world is quite limited and 
the efforts are not permitted under 
constitutional law. We do not even pre-
tend to solve the problems of sub-Saha-
ran Africa, Tibet, East Timor, 
Kurdistan, and many other places 
around the world where endless tragic 
circumstances prevail. 

Our responsibility as U.S. Members 
of Congress is to preserve liberty here 
at home and uphold the rule of law. 
Meddling in the internal and dangerous 
affairs of a nation involved in civil war 
is illegal and dangerous. Congress has 
not given the President authority to 
wage war. 

The House resolution regarding 
Kosovo was narrowly, reluctantly, and 

conditionally passed. It was a non-
binding resolution and had no effect of 
law. Even if it did, the resolution dealt 
with sending troops as a peacekeeping 
force to Kosovo only if a peace agree-
ment was signed. There was no men-
tion of endorsing an act of war against 
Serbia. Besides, the resolution was not 
the proper procedure for granting war 
powers to a president. 

The Senate resolution, now claimed 
to be congressional consent for the 
President to wage war, is not much 
better. It, too, was a sense of Congress 
resolution without the force of law. It 
implies the President can defer to 
NATO for authority to pursue a war ef-
fort. 

Only Congress can decide the issue of 
war. Congress cannot transfer the con-
stitutional war power to the President 
or to NATO or to the United Nations. 
The Senate resolution, however, spe-
cifically limits the use of force to air 
operations and missile strikes, but no 
war has ever been won with air power 
alone. The Milosevic problem will actu-
ally get worse with our attacks, and 
ground troops will likely follow. 

It has been argued we are needed to 
stop the spread of war throughout the 
Balkans. Our presence will do the oppo-
site, but it will certainly help the mili-
tary-industrial complex. Peaceful and 
cooperative relations with Russia, a de-
sired goal, has now ended; and we have 
provoked the Russians into now becom-
ing a much more active ally of Serbia. 

U.S. and NATO policy against Serbia 
will certainly encourage the Kurds. 
Every argument for Kosovo’s independ-
ence can be used by the Kurds for their 
long-sought-after independence. This 
surely will drive the Turks away from 
NATO. 

Our determination to be involved in 
the dangerous civil war may well 
prompt a stronger Greek alliance with 
their friends in Serbia, further split-
ting NATO and offending the Turks, 
who are naturally inclined to be sym-
pathetic to the Albanian Muslims. No 
good can come of our involvement in 
this Serbian civil war, no matter how 
glowing and humanitarian the terms 
used by our leaders. 

Sympathy and compassion for the 
suffering and voluntary support for the 
oppressed is commendable. The use of 
force and acts of war to pick and 
choose between two sides fighting for 
hundreds of years cannot achieve 
peace. It can only spread the misery 
and suffering, weaken our defenses and 
undermine our national sovereignty. 

Only when those who champion our 
war effort in Serbia are willing to vol-
unteer for the front lines and offer 
their own lives for the cause will they 
gain credibility. Promoters of war 
never personalize it. It is always some 
other person or some other parent’s 
child’s life who will be sacrificed, not 
their own. 

With new talk of reinstituting the 
military draft since many disillusioned 

military personnel are disgusted with 
the morale of our armed forces, all 
Americans should pay close attention 
as our leaders foolishly and carelessly 
rush our troops into a no-win war of 
which we should have no part. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DOROTHY IRENE 
HEIGHT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, in light 
of this being Women’s History Month, 
the Congresswoman from California 
(Ms. LEE) will be on the floor later this 
evening on a special order on women of 
color. 

Because of a prior commitment, I 
will not be here at that time. But I 
would like to use a few minutes to offer 
a few words concerning a great woman 
of color of this century, Dorothy Irene 
Height, President and CEO Emeritus of 
the National Council of Negro Women. 

Dorothy Height has spent half a cen-
tury of ground-breaking service to her 
country to African American women. 
She is one of the great civil rights and 
women’s rights leaders of our time. 
And I emphasize both of those great 
missions in speaking about Dr. Height. 

Today is Dr. Dorothy Irene Height’s 
87th birthday. Mentored by her prede-
cessor, the great Mary McLeod Be-
thune, Dorothy Height has spent a life-
time mentoring black women. 

Today was no leisure day for Dorothy 
Height. As the day began, she was here 
in this House protesting the majority’s 
census proposal that knowingly under-
counts children and people of color. 
Dorothy Height has spent a lifetime 
keeping on top of issues of the day like 
the census. 

There are so many landmarks in her 
extraordinary career, I will not at-
tempt to list them. Let me name a few 
of the great ones. She is the first na-
tional female civil rights leader of the 
modern era. That was clear when 10 
civil right leaders got together in 1963 
and decided that there would be the 
first mass march on Washington for 
civil rights of the 20th century. 

There were 10 leaders. Only one of 
them was a woman. My colleagues can 
imagine who the others were, leaders 
like the heads of the NAACP and Urban 
League. And there was that one great 
woman, Dorothy Height, the President 
of the National Council of Negro 
Women. 

To cite another landmark, when 
women’s rights burst on the scene, Mr. 
Speaker, Dorothy Height was one of 
the first leaders to understand that 
there must be no cleavage between 
women’s rights and African American 
rights, between race and sex. 

Inevitably there was some confusion 
about how blacks were to see this great 
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new movement of half of the popu-
lation. It took real leadership to come 
forward and clear up this confusion. 
Dorothy Height was among the fore-
most who forged unity. She even 
helped to make good feminists out of 
black men, who have ever since been in 
the forefront of women’s rights. 

All the while she has been carrying 
the great domestic issues of our time, 
Dorothy Height has carried an inter-
national portfolio. She indeed is recog-
nized today as a world leader on mat-
ters of women of color. 

I come to the floor this evening to sa-
lute Dorothy Irene Height, who has 
made the National Council of Negro 
Women one of America’s great coali-
tions. Black women’s groups of every 
variety are united under the umbrella 
of the Council. Together they work to 
improve the lives of African American 
women. 

In celebrating women of color this 
evening, we would do well to begin 
with the life and times and work of 
Dorothy Irene Height.

f 

U.S. IS EMBARKING ON VERY DAN-
GEROUS AND WRONG COURSE IN 
KOSOVO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, last Au-
gust we bombed Afghanistan and 
Sudan, in bombing raids that most 
Americans have already forgotten. We 
rushed into that bombing without in-
forming even the full Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and without congressional ap-
proval, and later found we had even 
bombed a medicine factory. 

Last December we started bombing 
Iraq, once again bombing people that 
our own leaders tell us are not our en-
emies. Many press reports since then 
have confirmed that the White House 
rigged the UNSCOM report in a lame 
attempt to justify the Iraqi bombing. 

Now we are going to drop bombs on 
Kosovo. We are spending billions and 
billions of hard-earned tax dollars in 
all these bombing campaigns. Yester-
day I had a group of people in my office 
requesting $100 million more for Alz-
heimer’s research. I told those people 
to just try to get the President to stop 
bombing for part of one day. 

We are dropping bombs and making 
enemies out of people who want to be 
our friends. And we are doing all this 
in places where there is absolutely no 
threat to our national security and no 
vital U.S. interest at stake. 

The Christian Science Monitor said a 
few weeks ago that there are wars or 
military conflicts going on right now 
in 46 different places around the world. 
Many of these situations are just as 
bad or worse than Kosovo right now. 
There have been 2,000 people killed in 
Kosovo in the last year. As bad as this 

is, columnist Charles Krauthammer 
pointed out on television Sunday that 
more people were killed recently in 
Ethiopia in just one day. 

If we intervene in every place where 
there are human rights violations, we 
will have to go into even more places 
than the 46 where the Christian 
Science Monitor found military con-
flicts. We seem to be following a CNN 
foreign policy, going heavily into what-
ever situation is being emphasized on 
the national news at the moment. 

We should try to be friends with all 
nations. But we do not have the re-
sources to become the world’s police-
man, and we will make more enemies 
than friends if we become the world’s 
bully. 

And we cannot hide behind NATO. 
Everyone knows that this bombing in 
Kosovo would not be done if the U.S. 
did not insist on it. NATO was set up as 
a defensive organization. Now it is 
being turned into an offensive one, at-
tacking a non-member nation that has 
not threatened us or any other coun-
try. 

We are intervening in a civil war. It 
is as if one of our own States was at-
tempting to secede and our military at-
tempted to keep it in and some other 
country started bombing us. The 
Kosovo bombings have been attempted 
to be justified on the basis that the 
fighting will spread. This is ridiculous. 
Milosevic may be a tyrant, but he is 
not attempting to nor does he have the 
resources to spread worldwide. It is ri-
diculous to try to equate this situation 
to when we were fighting world com-
munism. There is no similarity to Rus-
sia under Khruschev or China under 
Mao Tse-Tung. 

Former Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger wrote a few days ago that 
U.S. intervention in Kosovo is a mis-
take. He said, ‘‘The proposed deploy-
ment in Kosovo does not deal with any 
threat to U.S. security as this concept 
has been traditionally conceived.’’ He 
pointed out that ‘‘ethnic conflict has 
been endemic in the Balkans for cen-
turies.’’ 

David Broder wrote in the Wash-
ington Post last week, ‘‘Sending in the 
military to impose a peace on people 
who have not settled ancient quarrels 
has to be the last resort, not the stand-
ard way of doing business.’’ 

This is a religious or ethnic conflict 
that we cannot resolve unless we stay 
for a very long time at a cost of many, 
many billions. The President promised 
we would be out of Bosnia by the end of 
1996. This is now March of 1999, and we 
are still there. I was told by another 
Member of the House recently that we 
have now spent $20 billion in Bosnia. 

We are about to get into a very dan-
gerous situation. This is an European 
problem. It is not something that we 
should risk American lives over. Young 
Americans may be killed. We should 
not be so eager or willing to send our 

troops into this situation. We cannot 
afford to spend all these billions just to 
show that the President is a great 
world statesman or to make sure that 
he goes down in history as a great 
world leader. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, Thomas Fried-
man wrote recently in the New York 
Times these words: 

Stop. Before we dive into sending Amer-
ican troops to sort out the Serbian-Albanian 
civil war in Kosovo, could we talk about this 
for a second? If ever there was a time for an 
honest reassessment of U.S. policy towards 
Bosnia and Kosovo, it is now. And what that 
reassessment would conclude is that we 
should redo the Dayton Accords, otherwise 
we are going to end up with U.S. troops in 
Bosnia and Kosovo forever, without solving 
either problem.

Mr. Friedman is right. We are em-
barking on a very dangerous and very 
wrong course. 

f 

HONORING WOMEN’S HISTORY 
MONTH AND WOMEN OF COLOR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I come 
to the floor today to participate in the 
celebration of Women’s History Month 
and women of color. I applaud my dis-
tinguished colleague from California 
(Ms. LEE) who will later on this 
evening be conducting an hour discus-
sion on this celebration. 

For more than 10 years, the month of 
March has been dedicated to the cele-
bration of women in American history. 
This month affords us the opportunity 
to appreciate the accomplishments of 
women and the role they have played 
in history, American women and 
women of color who throughout his-
tory have proudly served in shaping 
the spirit of our Nation and shaping 
our lives, individually and collectively. 

Today, empowered by this great leg-
acy, American women serve in every 
aspect of American life, from social 
services to space exploration. The op-
portunities for American women are 
growing, and their efforts as mothers 
and volunteers, corporate executives 
and Members of Congress, law enforce-
ment officers and administrators, con-
struction workers and soldiers, edu-
cators and scientists, enrich all of us 
and make our country great.

b 2000 

Women continue to strengthen our 
Nation’s social fabric as leaders in the 
home, the community, the workplace, 
and the government. 

The challenges facing women in the 
next century are many. They are in-
creasingly called upon to serve as care-
givers to children and elderly relatives 
and must bear the weight of providing 
economically for their families. How-
ever, through their endeavors, women 
are producing a heightened national 
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consciousness to meet the needs of our 
people. 

As we honor the courageous legacy of 
our Nation’s women of color and cele-
brate the diversity of their back-
grounds, talents and contributions, I 
reflect upon one great woman that has 
placed her stamp on public service and 
who played an important role in my 
life, the Honorable Lena K. Lee, former 
Maryland House of Delegates member. 

A coal miner’s daughter, Delegate 
Lee earned her prominence in Mary-
land through her indomitable intellect, 
compassion and character. Ms. Lee was 
the third woman to receive a law de-
gree from the University of Maryland 
Law School, a founder of the Maryland 
Legislative Black Caucus, and a mem-
ber of the Maryland Women’s Hall of 
Fame. 

Teacher, principal, union leader, law-
yer and legislator, Delegate Lee cre-
ated a new vision of what African-
American women could hope to achieve 
in Maryland and across this Nation. 
However, her impact would be much 
broader. She has touched the lives of 
many. Her leadership and noteworthy 
contributions in the fields of edu-
cation, law and politics are well known 
in our State. 

In the summer of 1982, I received a 
call from this woman known only to 
me by reputation. She praised my work 
in assisting young African-American 
law graduates in their efforts to pass 
the bar exam, as well as my commu-
nity involvement. I had been working 
in my small law practice wondering 
how my career would proceed when 
this renaissance woman and legend in 
our community was calling to com-
pliment me. As the one that influenced 
my decision to begin a political career 
in the Maryland House of Delegates, 
Lena K. Lee was my teacher in public 
life. 

‘‘Mentor’’ is defined as a wise and 
trusted guide. I can proudly say that 
Lena K. Lee is a mentor. I have served 
the citizens of the 44th District in 
Maryland as a member of the House of 
Delegates and then as Speaker Pro 
Tem of the Maryland General Assem-
bly and now I stand on the floor of the 
United States Congress today as a 
Member of this body. 

She exemplifies the very idea that no 
matter what your background or cir-
cumstances, one can achieve great suc-
cess. However, upon arrival, she be-
lieves that one is a public servant, with 
a first and fundamental responsibility 
to those who are unknown, unseen, 
unappreciated and unapplauded. Her 
life is a model of the old adage that ‘‘to 
whom much is given, much is re-
quired.’’ 

She is a champion of justice and a 
dynamic legislator that was instru-
mental in getting Morgan State Col-
lege changed to Morgan State Univer-
sity and saving the Orchard Street 
Church, a site of the underground rail-

road, from destruction. When we need-
ed a black caucus and a women’s cau-
cus in the Maryland legislature, a new 
Provident Hospital or any other im-
provement in our community, it was 
her unselfish public service that was at 
the creation. Whether the cause was 
the health of Maryland prisoners or re-
building of Orchard Street Church or 
Morgan State’s university status, it 
was public service that was at the fore-
front of her agenda. 

Martin Luther King Sr. said, ‘‘You 
cannot lead where you do not go and 
you cannot teach what you do not 
know.’’ She may not have known her 
influence on other people’s lives but 
Delegate Lee has led and taught a 
countless number of Baltimoreans how 
to stand and fight for justice. And so 
tonight I publicly thank her for all 
that she has done not only to touch my 
life but to touch the world. 

f 

BUDGET BLUEPRINT KEEPS FAITH 
WITH ALL GENERATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, 
President Lincoln said, ‘‘You may fool 
all the people some of the time; you 
can even fool some of the people all the 
time; but you can’t fool all of the peo-
ple all the time.’’ That observation is 
still true today. As complicated as our 
Federal budget is, most Americans 
know that the budget is not truly bal-
anced until we take all of those extra 
Social Security taxes and no longer use 
them to make the deficit look smaller. 
The Republican budget which we will 
announce tomorrow and debate on this 
floor stops the practice of cooking the 
books with Social Security money and 
it does a lot more. I would like to 
present some of the highlights: 

First, our budget blueprint ensures 
that every penny of Social Security 
taxes will be spent only for Social Se-
curity. For years, the conventional 
wisdom in Washington was that Social 
Security money in excess of current 
benefit payments could be used to fi-
nance deficit spending. So, while the 
baby boomers inched closer to retire-
ment, folks in Washington were spend-
ing dollars borrowed from Social Secu-
rity on other programs. And, worse, 
they were still running up big deficits, 
even counting Social Security money. 

This has to stop. Under the Repub-
lican budget plan, it would. The Presi-
dent has promised to reserve 62 percent 
of the surplus for Social Security. This 
means that for a time, Social Security 
money would be spent on things other 
than Social Security. For example, the 
President’s 30 new programs. In con-
trast, the Republican budget seals 
away every bit of the Social Security 
surplus. 

Second, our budget blueprint keeps 
faith with the spending caps set in the 

Balanced Budget Agreement of 1997. 
When I came to Congress, forecasters 
were predicting $200 billion deficits 
growing to $600 billion by the year 2009. 
Now, strong economic growth and 
spending discipline mandated by the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 are pro-
jected to create ever-increasing sur-
pluses, at least under the old way of 
keeping the books. But this is no time 
to let up. We must protect those sur-
pluses by restraining the growth of 
Washington spending. The administra-
tion has been talking lately about a 
new virtuous cycle of surpluses and de-
clining interest rates. There is no 
quicker way to return to a vicious 
cycle of deficit spending and higher in-
terest rates than to abandon the hard-
won spending caps from 1997. The Re-
publican budget maintains our com-
mitment to fiscal restraint. 

Third, our budget blueprint begins 
the process of actually paying down 
the debt we are passing on to our chil-
dren. Everyone would agree that we 
have a moral obligation to take care of 
our children. Part of this obligation is 
relieving our kids of the nearly $6 tril-
lion Federal debt. This is what I call 
generational fairness. The Republican 
budget plan would maintain our com-
mitment to generational fairness by 
continuing the start we made last year 
on paying down some of the debt. 

How would this work? Under our 
plan, Social Security taxes would be 
collected and locked away until a re-
form plan was enacted that would actu-
ally preserve the Social Security sys-
tem. Until a specific fix is worked out, 
those excess funds would be used to pay 
off bonds owned by the public. This 
means it would be easier to meet fu-
ture obligations to Social Security. 
And, Alan Greenspan tells us, it means 
lower interest rates. 

Fourth, our budget blueprint makes 
possible reductions in the tax burden 
on American families as additional rev-
enues become available. Americans are 
overtaxed. The average American fam-
ily pays more in taxes than they do for 
food, clothing, shelter and transpor-
tation combined. That is wrong. The 
Republican budget plan makes 
strengthening Social Security our first 
priority. Then, as more surplus dollars 
become available, we believe Ameri-
cans should start getting some of their 
excess taxes back. They should be 
given back as an overpayment, because 
that is what they are. Our plan recog-
nizes that extra taxes left in Wash-
ington will get spent on new govern-
ment programs that most folks neither 
want nor need. When we allowed Wash-
ington to start taking taxes out of our 
paycheck, we never said to Wash-
ington, ‘‘You can keep the change.’’ 

In sum, our budget plan reflects the 
priorities of the American people. It 
safeguards 100 percent of the Social Se-
curity money, unlike the President’s 
plan, and keeps faith with our Nation’s 
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seniors. Then, by preserving fiscal dis-
cipline, paying down debt and offering 
tax relief, this budget ensures lower in-
terest rates and a stronger economy 
well into the 21st century. This keeps 
faith with our children. It is a budget I 
am proud to support. 

f 

ISSUES OF CONCERN REGARDING 
IMMIGRATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

TRIBUTE TO HOUSTONIANS ON OBSERVANCE OF 
WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this is a month in which we 
honor women for the contributions 
that they have made to the United 
States and to our communities and our 
neighborhoods. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
briefly acknowledge some of my neigh-
bors in Texas, in Houston in particular, 
who I hope to be able to expand on 
their many contributions in weeks and 
months to come by tributes that I will 
submit to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
But just for tonight briefly since I will 
also talk about another issue in the 
time allotted, let me pay tribute and 
acknowledge: 

Christa Adair, the first secretary of 
the NAACP, who created opportunities 
for people to vote in Houston, Texas. 

Luella Harrison, an outstanding 
teacher, pioneer and spokesperson in 
our community. 

Mrs. Erma Leroy, another activist 
who has contributed along with her 
husband, Moses Leroy, to the labor 
movement in Houston. 

Madgelean Bush who founded the 
Martin Luther King Community Center 
that today provides facilities for babies 
with HIV/AIDS. 

Nellie Fraga who has championed 
Hispanic and Mexican rights but also 
cultural connections and exchange. 

Mrs. Laurenzo, the owner of Ninfa’s 
Restaurant, a businesswoman premier 
who has guided us to indicate and 
teach women that they too can be in-
volved in business. 

I pay tribute to those women among 
many others who have done such great 
things for our community with a spe-
cial tribute as well to Mae Jemison 
who has pioneered into space and now 
has an office in the Houston area. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to re-
spond and indicate some issues of con-
cern that I have as the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion and Claims of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I was dis-
appointed that the amendment today 
of my good friend the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) was not able to be 
debated. The gentleman from Texas of-
fered an amendment to ensure that 
criminal aliens that were already in-
carcerated would not be released until 

deportation. I wanted the gentleman 
from Texas to have the opportunity to 
discuss and debate a very important 
issue. The issue was raised because of 
the $80 million that was included in the 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill that was to provide increased 
border enforcement and funds for 2,945 
additional beds for the detention of 
criminal aliens from certain parts of 
Central and South America. 

I am concerned that when money is 
given to an agency and it is given to 
the agency still with the sense that the 
agency is not functioning, that we need 
to debate the issue and get clarifica-
tion. I think it is important that we 
should acknowledge, as was acknowl-
edged, that any presupposed or any 
memo that suggested that the INS was 
prepared to release criminal aliens is 
obviously incorrect or has been with-
drawn. I am disappointed that prelimi-
nary discussions about that were ulti-
mately released to the public. But INS 
should own up to it and explain what 
that memorandum was about. They say 
it was about the fact that they did not 
have enough beds. In fact, in our own 
community, they have contracted out 
the need for facilities for incarcerating 
or keeping criminal aliens. What I 
would like to see is the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons move more expeditiously, al-
though I know they are working to-
ward doing this, in providing beds for 
criminal aliens so that they are not lo-
cated particularly in neighborhoods 
and communities around the Nation. 

I also believe it is important not just 
to give $80 million for the increased 
border enforcement, but we need 
trained Border Patrol agents, experi-
enced Border Patrol agents. And so it 
is important that INS responds how 
they are going to ensure that the bor-
der enforcement patrol is well trained 
so that everyone is protected, both the 
Border Patrol agents as well as those 
they encounter. 

I think it is equally important that 
we address the question that so many 
have approached me with, and, that is, 
the INS personnel, in terms of improve-
ments, both in terms of their condi-
tions but also, Mr. Speaker, in terms of 
the workings of the office, the delay, 
the treatment of those who come into 
the INS office. 

My commitment to all of those who 
are commenting about the INS is that 
we are going to fix it. It is an agency 
that has an enormous responsibility. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a country of immi-
gration but it is a country of laws. My 
colleagues have my commitment as 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Immigration and Claims that we are 
going to address these concerns to the 
INS and make the United States 
known for a fair and balanced immigra-
tion policy while responding to the 
concerns of our constituents and our 
colleagues.

b 2015 

THE NEW DEMOCRATS WANT 
FISCAL DISCIPLINE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, tomorrow on the House floor 
we will begin the budget process. We 
will debate in the full House for the 
budget resolution, and the budget reso-
lution is the parameters under which 
we will pass the spending bills later on 
in the session. So this is the first at-
tempt to get a look at what our budget 
is going to look like for the fiscal year 
2000. 

I rise today to talk about fiscal dis-
cipline and to urge fiscal discipline in 
that process, and I do so from the per-
spective of a Democrat, but a New 
Democrat, and I would like to explain 
that a little bit at the outset because I 
am a member of the New Democratic 
Caucus back here in Washington, D.C., 
but that is not something folks may 
necessarily be completely familiar 
with outside of Washington, D.C. 

The basic premise behind the New 
Democrats is that the Democratic 
party needed to change to address some 
of the legitimate concerns that the 
American public had with our party. 
Essentially we in the New Democratic 
Caucus believe that the Democrats did 
have to make some changes in some of 
its policies in order to address the con-
cerns the public had expressed with us 
and the reasons that we started losing 
elections, quite frankly. We had to un-
derstand some of the changes that were 
going on in society and some of the 
changes that were going on in govern-
ment and address them in manners 
that had not been previously addressed, 
and one of the biggest ones is fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

Now, as Democrats, we believe that 
government can, in fact, in certain 
areas be a positive force in peoples’ 
lives. We can look to Medicare, Social 
Security, the interstate highway bill, 
the GI bill, laws that have protected 
our environment by cleaning up air and 
water; all of those areas have made a 
difference. So it is not that we do not 
believe, as some of our colleagues on 
the right, in the Republican party, 
sometimes believe, that government 
can never do anything right; it is just 
that we believe that they need to do it 
in a fiscally responsible manner, and 
there is a variety of reasons for that. 

First of all, all of the needs that we 
have as a society: education, defense, 
cleaning up and protecting the environ-
ment, medical research, taking care of 
our veterans, providing health care and 
pension security for our seniors are not 
one-time needs. Our generation is not 
going to be the only generation that is 
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going to need to address those con-
cerns. It is going to be ongoing in the 
future. And if we spend all of the 
money right now in this generation, we 
are going to be doing a grave disservice 
to future generations. In fact, that is 
more or less what happened in the 
1980’s. 

Basically, as my colleagues know, 
there were a lot of compromises that 
were reached in this body in the 1980’s, 
and I always characterize those com-
promises as being basically: Okay, we 
will take your tax cut if you take our 
spending increase, and we will just 
spend as much money as possible to 
make as many people as possible happy 
right now today. Put it on a credit card 
and forget about tomorrow. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I first got into 
politics in 1990 when I was elected to 
the Washington State Senate. Basi-
cally I got elected right about the time 
the bill came due, and I know how dif-
ficult it is to do what we need to do as 
a government when the previous mem-
bers of a legislative body have spent all 
the money and then some. It is com-
pletely irresponsible, and it mortgages 
the future of our children. Future gen-
erations will need infrastructure, they 
will need money for transportation, 
they will need money for public edu-
cation, for cleaning up the environ-
ment, and if we have spent it all, they 
will not have it. 

So, being fiscally responsible should 
in no way be antithetical to the beliefs 
of the Democratic party. We need to 
emphasize it and make it a big pri-
ority. 

One of the other problems with run-
ning up such a severe debt, other than 
spending all of the money that future 
generations could spend for needed and 
necessary programs, is that the more 
money we spend, the more debt we go 
into, the higher the interest payment. 
This is a concept that everybody in 
America understands whether it is a 
mortgage payment, a car payment, a 
credit card bill. We understand that 
not only do we have to pay back that 
money that we borrowed, but it keeps 
going up in the presence of interest 
that accumulates on our bill every 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a chart here that 
helps illustrate that problem in the 
Federal Government. Basically the 
third largest expenditure behind Social 
Security and national defense of our 
Federal Government is interest on the 
debt, $243 billion or 14 percent of the 
budget. That is money that does not go 
to educate our children, that does not 
go to provide health care for people in 
poverty, or seniors or people who need 
it. That does not go to help our envi-
ronment, to help with medical re-
search, to help with veterans, to do any 
of those things. It goes to pay for the 
irresponsible spending of those who 
went before us, and we should be keen-
ly aware of that number because, as 

the deficit goes up, this number keeps 
going up as well. 

And finally there is another benefit 
to being fiscally responsible that goes 
beyond this that the next chart, as I 
will demonstrate in a minute, reveals, 
and that is that basically, if we can 
pay down the Federal debt; because 
keep in mind this number here is a 
yearly number. We are running up a 
deficit on a yearly basis; we are getting 
close to balance, but we are not quite 
there, but more on that in a second. 
But we also at the same time are incur-
ring overall debt. We are borrowing 
more and more money. So even if we 
get our budget balanced, one of the 
critical things we need to do is start 
paying down the debt. If we start pay-
ing down the debt, that helps interest 
rates go down, and if interest rates go 
down, there are benefits all across the 
economy, and I will demonstrate a few 
of them on the other chart. 

One of the biggest ones that we can 
all relate to is a home mortgage, and 
basically if we can pay down the debt 
so that the public or the government 
sector is not gobbling up all the 
money, other people can have more ac-
cess to it at a better rate. And my col-
leagues can see here, if you just reduce 
the mortgage interest rate on a 30-year 
fixed rate from 8 percent down to 6 per-
cent, you can save yourself a great deal 
of money on the monthly payment, and 
over the course of a year you can save 
yourself a great, an even larger, sum of 
money. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is another prob-
lem with being fiscally irresponsible, 
all of which brings me to the budget 
that is going to be laid out here on the 
floor tomorrow by the majority party. 
It fails to be fiscally responsible. It is 
not just Democrats that have trouble 
being fiscally responsible in the past. It 
is Democrats and Republicans. One of 
the things I always try to say whenever 
people get into an argument over 
whose fault the debt is, as my col-
leagues know, is it the Reagan/Bush 
presidency or is it the Democratic Con-
gress; as my colleagues know, I believe 
in saying it is both of their fault. They 
made the decisions to spend more 
money collectively than they can pos-
sibly cover. So it is not just one party 
or the other that is responsible for 
this, but now, as the budgets are being 
rolled out, if the Republican budget 
passes, it will be the Republicans who 
are responsible for further fiscal irre-
sponsibility because their budget 
sounds themes that are eerily familiar: 
massive tax cuts totaling well over a 
trillion and a half dollars over the 
course of 15 years, at the same time ac-
companied by massive spending in-
creases primarily in the areas of de-
fense, and education and in some argu-
ably laudable areas. Keep in mind, as I 
said earlier, this is not an argument 
against spending money. This is an ar-
gument of spending too much money 

and going into debt so that we create a 
fiscally irresponsible situation. 

And lastly the last thing reflected in 
the current Republican plan is not only 
do they dramatically cut taxes and 
dramatically increase spending, but 
they also offer no plan at this point to 
do anything about entitlements, about 
Social Security and Medicare and Med-
icaid, all of which in their present 
framework are going to cost far more 
than the current budget structure 
could possibly accommodate. Medicare 
goes bankrupt in 2008, Social Security 
stops running a surplus in 2014 and goes 
bankrupt in 2032. All of those facts 
combine to make this Republican 
budget very fiscally irresponsible and 
to put us in a position of basically 
snatching defeat from the jaws of vic-
tory. We are just this close to bal-
ancing the budget. 

Personally I do not think that we 
should count the surplus in the Social 
Security Trust Fund as income to re-
duce the overall deficit, so I do not 
think we have a balanced budget yet, 
but even if you do not count that 
money, we ran a $30 billion deficit this 
past fiscal year as opposed to the near-
ly $300 billion deficits that we were 
running in the early 1990’s. So we are 
getting close. 

I rise today basically as a New Demo-
crat to urge fiscal discipline, urge us to 
get the rest of the way and to reject 
the Republican budget. 

I have some of my colleagues here 
who are going to help me in this argu-
ment, and I will at this point yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my friend from Wash-
ington State (Mr. SMITH) for organizing 
this special order this evening on an 
issue that is really so important not 
only this year to this Congress, but to 
the future of this country and to our 
children who have not yet been born. 
And he talked a few moments ago 
about a new Democrat. As my col-
leagues know, that is a group, a cau-
cus, as he has shared, has been formed 
here in Congress of Democrats who be-
lieve in growth, who believe in funding 
education, but also believe that we 
should balance our budget, and keep 
our House in order and that we should 
reduce our public debt. To make sure 
that we have a good sound economy I 
think is a sound philosophy, and it is 
most important and it makes sense for 
American families, as he just talked 
about. 

Before I came to Congress, as many 
of my colleagues know, I was the elect-
ed State superintendent of my State of 
North Carolina for 8 years. What they 
may not know is that prior to that I 
spent 19 years as a small businessman 
meeting payrolls, paying taxes. I knew 
what it was to go to the bank and bor-
row money if I had to, not only to ex-
pand, but to meet payroll if I had to on 
Friday if I had not collected enough of 
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my sales during the week. So it takes 
financial discipline. So I know first-
hand how important it is to keep your 
books sound and your numbers 
straight. 

That is why it is so important, as I 
come to the floor this evening to join 
my colleagues in this special order be-
cause it is an issue I think we have to 
take about. Tomorrow we will be de-
bating it on the floor and talk about 
fiscal discipline at the federal level 
that we had in North Carolina when I 
was there because I served for 10 years 
in the General Assembly at the State 
level. Four of those years I chaired the 
Appropriations Committee and had re-
sponsibility to write four balanced 
budgets, and Congress is now headed in 
that direction of getting our House in 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why the Repub-
lican budget resolution is so troubling 
to me. If we look at it, they are talking 
about a $800 billion tax cut over 10 
years. It is too risky, it is too radical, 
and, in my opinion, too irresponsible. 
The Republican budget is a tax cut 
spree financed with fantasy surpluses 
yet to materialize. 

If the economy should dip and we 
hope it does not, but we know what his-
tory tells us, guess what happens? 
There is no money. The American peo-
ple remember the 1980’s when we had 
huge deficits. We do not want to return 
to that. That would certainly be a mis-
take. 

When the people of North Carolina 
sent me to Congress, they gave me sim-
ple marching orders. That was to help 
the Federal Government live within its 
means. And one of the first bills I voted 
on, major bills, was to balance the fed-
eral budget, and, as I have said earlier, 
as a former businessman you have to 
balance your budget, and if you cannot 
balance your budget and live within 
your means when you have a good 
economy, when do you get to do it? We 
must act now to pay down the debt 
when we have money, and that is the 
one thing that could stifle our eco-
nomic growth and the expansion that 
we are enjoying and bring tremendous 
hardship on hard-working people all 
across America who have paid the 
price, who are now working hard and 
looking for us to do the things we 
ought to do that are right. Pay the 
debt down so, if we have another tough 
time, we can get through it. 

Mr. Speaker, future generations of 
Americans deserve the opportunity to 
strive and achieve without the ques-
tioned burden of debt that our current 
consumption is creating. We are con-
suming a great deal right now. We owe 
it to the next generations to pay this 
debt down and make sure that our chil-
dren and our children’s children are 
not saddled with it. If we use projected 
surpluses as an excuse to enact massive 
tax cuts, we will have no resources 
available to pay for debt relief for our 
children or our grandchildren.

b 2030 

We will not be able to lower interest 
rates on homes and expand the econ-
omy in the 21st century. 

Two more pressing crises, and I could 
list a whole bunch, but I only want to 
touch two facing America, and that is 
facing social security and Medicare. We 
have to invest in that and do it now, 
and the budget we will see tomorrow 
will not do that. It is a shell game. 
They show us how to increase revenues 
and expenditures for programs that are 
important to people for 3 to 5 years. At 
the end of that period they cut them 
off, because that is when all the big tax 
cuts kick in. What a cruel hoax to play 
on the American people. 

Secondly, investing in education, so 
that the next generation of American 
leaders will have the kind of education 
they need to continue to grow this 
economy in the 21st century. Not one 
penny in their budget proposal for 
school construction, at a time when 
there is crying across this country for 
modernization and new school build-
ings. 

We have a greater growth in school 
population for children in public 
schools than we have had in the history 
of this Nation. There are more children 
in school today, and yet, not one 
penny. 

The Republican budget proposal crip-
ples our ability, in my opinion, to rise 
to these challenges, and we have an op-
portunity tomorrow to do something 
about it. We have a chance to say no, 
no to the excesses, but yes to a respon-
sible budget that will provide opportu-
nities for our children, that will pro-
vide targeted tax cuts, that will help 
grow this economy, and help us move 
into the 21st century in a position to 
continue to be the great Nation that 
we are, and provide strength and hope 
to people around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for this opportunity to be part of this 
special order. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I thank 
the gentleman very much for those fine 
comments. 

One quick comment before I recog-
nize my friend, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. This is not easy. That is the 
reason it is called discipline. We all 
have people come back here and ask for 
a wide variety of programs and tax 
cuts. 

I have always felt, I long for the day 
when somebody walks into my office 
and asks for $10 million or $20 million 
or $50 million for some program or tax 
cut, and I can look at them and say, 
that is a complete waste of money. 
That is not going to do any good for 
anybody, anywhere. 

That is not true. Every dime we 
spend would do some good for some 
people. That is why we have to be dis-
ciplined to make sure we do not spend 
more money than we take in. The Fed-
eral budget is $1.7 trillion. We can do a 

lot and we should, but we should not 
give in to the pressure of taking it 
issue by issue and saying, we just have 
to spend the money. We have to think 
about the future, and think about the 
fact that it is their money that we are 
spending if we are not disciplined now. 

Mr. Speaker I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND). 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH) for giving some time this 
evening to talk about a very important 
issue in regard to the budget resolution 
which is coming up tomorrow, which 
will have an impact on the course of 
fiscal policy on this Nation for years to 
come. 

I just came from my office, watching 
on television. I am sure many people 
throughout the country heard the 
President’s explanation of our involve-
ment in Kosovo. 

Now that military air strikes are un-
derway in the Balkans again, I am sure 
my friends from Washington State, 
North Carolina, my friend, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, would extend 
our thoughts and prayers to the young 
men and women in American uniform 
who are once again being called upon 
to restore some peace and stability in 
Europe, along with the military per-
sonnel of the 18 NATO nations that 
have joined us unanimously in this pol-
icy. 

It is never easy to order this type of 
action to place young lives in harm’s 
way, but I believe that it is the right 
policy at the right time for the right 
reason. 

As a student back in 1990, I had the 
opportunity of visiting Yugoslavia, and 
spent time in Kosovo, and I had a 
chance to meet a lot of Kosovar stu-
dents and people there. These are good, 
decent people. They do not deserve to 
be murdered and forced out of their 
homes by Milosevic’s army. 

If we are to learn any lessons from 
the Second World War, it is that the 
United States of America is not going 
to stand idly by and watch atrocities 
and genocidal practices being com-
mitted against defenseless civilians. 

Yet, it is the young men and women 
who are called upon yet again to do 
their duty, and I am very confident 
they are going to be able to do it pro-
fessionally, with a great deal of loy-
alty, and courageously. May they all 
return home soon to their families and 
safely. 

On to the subject at hand in regard to 
the budget resolution, when I came to 
this body a couple of years ago, I was 
proud to join the New Democratic Coa-
lition, which is new but expanding 
after every election. It is a group that 
stands principally for fiscal responsi-
bility, along with making investments 
to promote growth in this country, 
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highlighting issues such as the ad-
vancement of technology and edu-
cation and the work force, a heavy em-
phasis on education issues, but under-
lying all this is the need for fiscal re-
straint, fiscal responsibility, and fiscal 
discipline. 

I, too, am concerned, as my friends, 
the gentleman from Washington State 
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, are tonight about the ramifica-
tions of what is going to hit the Floor 
tomorrow and what is going to be de-
bated tomorrow; the lack of fiscal dis-
cipline, the fiscally irresponsible deci-
sions that are being made in the course 
of this budget resolution, and the long-
term implications that that holds 
throughout the country. 

My friend, the gentleman from North 
Carolina, indicated earlier that what is 
being proposed is over an $800 billion 
tax cut, most of which is backloaded. 
In fact, it will not kick in until those 
crucial years when the aging baby 
boomers start reaching retirement, 
start entering the social security and 
Medicare program. 

If there is an economic downturn, it 
could reap devastating consequences 
for that generation and that genera-
tion of leadership having to do with se-
rious revenue shortfalls at precisely 
the time when these very important 
programs, like social security and 
Medicare, will be facing their greatest 
challenge. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
also pointed out a very fundamental 
fact. I remember not so long ago when 
there were great knockdown, drag-out 
fights over budget resolutions and pro-
posals that would extend out 3 years. 
Now we have entered this era that we 
are not just talking about a 1-year fis-
cal cycle or 2-year or 3-year fiscal 
cycle, but a 10- or 15-year fiscal cycle, 
and fiscal decisions being made on pro-
jections way out into the next century. 

We are hard-pressed with the eco-
nomic experts that we have, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the Office of 
Management and Budget, to even get 
the economic projections and numbers 
right over a 12-month period of time, 
let alone a 5- or 10-year period of time. 

So these rosy scenarios, and they are 
certainly very optimistic, and hope-
fully they will come true, of projected 
budget surpluses of the tune of $4 to 
$4.5 trillion over the next 10 to 15 years, 
are I think a very dangerous and irre-
sponsible calculation. 

There are many warning signals, not 
only in our own domestic economy but 
in the international economic area, 
that could lead to a drastic downturn 
with the economic growth that we have 
fortunately been experiencing in recent 
years. If that downturn does happen, 
obviously it is going to affect revenue 
projections. It is going to affect other 
programs within the Federal budget. 

If these budget surpluses do not in 
fact materialize and we lock into huge 

tax cuts that are now being proposed, 
we could find ourselves returning to 
the era of annual structural deficits 
that we are just now turning the corner 
and pulling out of from the 1980s and 
early 1990s.

I think the Democratic Party has a 
lot to be proud about and to talk about 
with regard to fiscal constraint and 
discipline that we have exhibited in the 
1990s. Since the 1993 budget agreement, 
which was a very difficult vote for 
Democrats to take, many of them lost 
their seat because of it, there was not 
one Republican across the aisle who 
supported it. 

In fact, many of their leadership were 
right here on the House Floor decrying 
that budget agreement, claiming that 
if it was enacted, that it would result 
in the next Great Depression in this 
country. But in fact, it has led to six 
consecutive years of budget deficits 
and now projected budget surpluses 
that are outside of the social security 
trust fund. 

The truth is, and the American peo-
ple and my constituents back home in 
western Wisconsin understand this fun-
damental fact, that all this talk about 
budget surpluses this year, next year, 
is really masking a social security sur-
plus that the government is continuing 
to borrow from. We will not truly be 
running online budget surpluses until 
the fiscal year 2001, assuming, again, 
the economic projections do take 
place. 

But I think the most fiscally respon-
sible and prudent course of action to 
take now is a go slow and cautious ap-
proach, wait and see if in fact these 
budget surpluses do materialize before 
we start locking in on major fiscal pol-
icy changes. 

One of the other things that disturbs 
me in regard to the budget resolution 
that we will be debating and voting on 
tomorrow is the fact that if we pass it 
and if it is implemented, we will be 
breaking a longstanding budget ruling 
of the 1990s called pay-as-you-go. 

This is, I think, a very important 
reason why we have been able to prac-
tice fiscal discipline, why we have been 
able to reduce the Federal budget def-
icit over the last 6 years, and why we 
have the potential of going into the 
21st century on a much firmer fiscal 
note. 

Basically, pay-as-you-go means if 
you are going to offer any new spend-
ing or any new tax cuts, they have to 
be paid for by offsets in the already ex-
isting budget, meaning that you do not 
move forward on new spending or re-
duced taxes unless you can pay for it 
under the budget allocation as it ex-
ists. 

That rule would have to be violated 
in passing the budget resolution that 
we face tomorrow. I think that would 
be disastrous. I think that would be the 
wrong step to be taking right now, 
when we are starting to make this turn 

into an era of potentially fiscally re-
sponsible and sound footing, so we can 
make a serious investment in saving 
social security and Medicare, but most 
of all, start making the attempt to re-
duce the national debt. 

Right now it is at $5.5 or $6 trillion, 
going up, even today, and $3.7 trillion 
of that is publicly held, meaning that 
there is a government, Federal Govern-
ment, obligation to pay back to indi-
viduals or corporations who are buying 
up Treasury notes and bonds. They 
have to come and they will come due. 
We have an obligation to pay it. 

With the projected budget surpluses, 
we are in excellent shape now to start 
downloading that publicly held na-
tional debt of $3.7 trillion, which is, by 
the way, what Chairman Greenspan is 
consistently begging us to do every 
time he comes before congressional 
committees to testify. 

We know how important the Federal 
Reserve has been in the economic ac-
tivity we have experienced in this 
country. Why would paying down that 
national debt benefit us in regard to 
the Federal Reserve and monetary pol-
icy? 

It is very simple. The Federal Re-
serve Chairman Greenspan tells us that 
if we can reduce our national debt bur-
den, that would mean the Federal Gov-
ernment would not have to go into the 
private sector and continue to borrow 
funds from the private sector in order 
to meet our Federal obligations and 
our deficit obligations. 

What would that mean? It would free 
up capital then in the private sector, 
and make it cheaper for individuals 
and companies to borrow for their own 
investment needs. It would enable the 
Federal Reserve and Chairman Green-
span to keep rates low, and to lower 
them even further. 

That really is the true economic 
story of the last few years, the fact 
that we have reduced interest rates, 
which has enabled individuals and cor-
porations to borrow money cheaper, to 
make investments, to form capital, to 
create jobs, that leads to the economic 
growth we have had, the low unemploy-
ment and the low inflation. 

If there is one thing we should at-
tempt to do, it is pass fiscal policy 
which will enable the Federal Reserve 
to keep rates low, and lower them even 
further. That is the big tax cut that all 
Americans can share in. 

Virtually everyone at some time has 
to borrow some money for some reason. 
Whether it is credit card payments, 
whether it is home or car payments, 
student loans, whether it is farmers in 
the capital-intensive occupation that 
they are involved with, small and large 
businesses, they are all having to bor-
row money. 

If we reduce the rate and the expense 
of borrowing it, that means more dis-
posable money in their pockets. That is 
something that we should be striving 
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for. That is where our priorities should 
really lie. 

Unfortunately, that is not always po-
litically sexy or politically juicy to 
take home to our constituents that we 
are representing. Tax cuts have always 
been popular and politically appealing, 
but unless we change that mindset in 
this body, unless we start becoming 
more concerned about the next genera-
tion, our children, and what type of fis-
cal inheritance they can expect, and 
less concerned about the next election, 
I am fearful that we are going to make 
bad decisions today that are going to 
affect my two little boys, who are just 
21⁄2 and 9 months old right now. 

Most of what I do and the decisions 
that I make are done through their 
eyes; how is this going to affect them 
and their country in their century, the 
decisions that we make today. I think 
that is really what is at stake today. I 
think that is what the debate should be 
about tomorrow, how can we set the 
next generation up in the 21st century 
so that they do not have to face the 
burden of an exploding social security 
system or a Medicare system that is 
imploding because of the aging popu-
lation in this country. That I think is 
the true challenge. 

I appreciate the leadership and the 
effort that my friend, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is mak-
ing, that other Members of the New 
Democratic Coalition have been mak-
ing, my friend, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), who is at 
the forefront of this issue, fighting 
about it every day. Perhaps we can 
change the mindset in this body and do 
the right thing, starting with this 
budget. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), and I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington State. It is good that this gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) 
came to Washington. We are glad he is 
here. 

I very much agree with the senti-
ments of my friend, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND). I have 
daughters who are 6 and 4, and I do 
look at these decisions the same way. 
When I was fortunate enough to come 
here in 1990, we were borrowing $400 
billion a year to run the Federal Gov-
ernment. This year we will take in ap-
proximately $100 billion more than we 
spend. Tomorrow and in many days 
that follow tomorrow we will make a 
choice as to what to do about that. 

As my colleagues have said very 
clearly and very well here tonight, 
there are many temptations in the 
short run. Virtually everyone who vis-
its us in the Capitol wants more money 
from the Federal Treasury in the form 
of programs, or they want to send less 
money to the Federal Treasury in the 
form of taxes.

b 2045 
I believe that we have to do some-

thing this year that is totally contrary 
to the political impulse, and that is to 
avoid instant gratification in exchange 
for what makes sense in the long run. 

For us to do what is right here, I be-
lieve we need to make a choice that 
says no to an awful lot of things that 
are worthy of saying yes to. I wish that 
we could double college scholarship 
Pell Grants. I wish that we could spend 
more on cleaning up Superfund sites. I 
wish that we could do more to expand 
child care opportunities right now for 
people. I wish we could get rid of the 
marriage penalty and further cut the 
capital gains tax. I frankly think we 
should get rid of the estate tax as well. 

We get a lot of votes and a lot of con-
stituencies that would support every-
thing that I just said. But I think the 
choice we have to make is whether or 
not we help people a little bit right 
now with a modest, almost symbolic 
tax cut, or whether we invest in their 
children’s schools, defend their country 
through a stronger military, protect 
their environment, and most espe-
cially, assure that they will have a se-
cure retirement with a Social Security 
check and a full health benefit through 
Medicare. 

The choice that will be on this floor 
tomorrow is rather clear. Both sides in 
fact want to place the lion’s share of 
the surplus into Social Security. We 
have different ways to do it. I frankly 
think the way that the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) is pro-
posing is the right way to do it. 

But the big difference is what to do 
with the rest of that surplus, and here 
is the difference: We choose Medicare 
in the Democratic Party. The majority 
party chooses a short-term reduction 
in taxes, which is alluring, which is 
popular, which is politically expedient, 
and which is wrong. 

The most risky and difficult way, the 
most successful way, if you will, to let 
the deficit genie out of the bottle again 
is to start reducing taxes because it is 
a politically expedient and easy thing 
to do. It is a surefire recipe for higher 
interest rates, less confidence from the 
markets, and a return to the chaos 
that affected this country’s economy 
when I arrived here nearly 10 years 
ago. 

A lot of people deserve a lot of credit 
for bringing us to a point where we now 
have black rather than red ink. Our 
President deserves credit. Members of 
the majority party deserve credit. 
Members of our party deserve credit. 

Most of the credit belongs to our con-
stituents who get up every day, earn 
their living, send their tax dollars here, 
and sacrifice for their family and their 
community and their country. I would 
hate to see all of that sacrifice given 
away, eviscerated because of a need for 
short-term political expediency. 

The right answer with that hundred 
billion dollars surplus is to fund the 

massive unfunded pension liability 
that was created for 30 years around 
here by putting it back into Social Se-
curity where it should never have been 
taken out. Then take the bulk of it, 
the remainder, and make Medicare 
sound for at least the next 10 years so 
that, when people retire, they under-
stand that an illness is not a financial 
death sentence. 

It is difficult to resist what is pop-
ular in the short run, but it is right, 
and it is necessary. The budgets that 
will come to this floor tomorrow com-
pel us to make that choice: the next 
election or the next generation, a good 
headline tomorrow or a good retire-
ment for the people that we represent 
today. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to put aside their partisan-
ship, read these budgets, look through 
the eyes of young men and young 
women who are growing up in this 
country, and pass the resolution put 
forth by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) on behalf of the 
Democratic Party tomorrow. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, in terms of the budget, there 
are two key facts out there that are 
not getting a lot of headlines that need 
to be highlighted, because I think part 
of the problem and part of the rush to-
wards spending all of this money or 
cutting taxes, one or the other, is the 
perception that we have these never-
ending budget surpluses. 

There are 2 key limitations to that 
fact that need to be pointed out. Num-
ber one, a significant portion of those 
budget surpluses is within the Social 
Security Trust Fund. That is not really 
surplus money. That is money, as the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) just pointed out, that we have 
to pay back to the Social Security 
Trust Fund. So to count it as income 
and spend it now is like spending 
money twice. That puts us into a fis-
cally irresponsible situation. 

Second is the coming expense of the 
entitlements of Medicare and Social 
Security and, to a lesser extent, Med-
icaid. We all know the statistics on 
those. They are very dire. 

Basically, there are more people who 
are going to be in the retirement com-
munity who are going to be eligible for 
Medicare and Social Security. They are 
living longer, and health care costs are 
going up, all of which is combined to 
create a situation where the expenses 
for entitlements are going to explode 
in the next 10 to 15 years and beyond. 

My colleagues need to factor those 
two things in before they go passing a 
whole lot of money around thinking 
that we have surpluses that we do not 
in fact have and will not have in the fu-
ture. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER). 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, like a lot 
of Americans tonight and perhaps peo-
ple all around the world, I have been 
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spending my time channel surfacing 
through the various networks and fol-
lowing what is going on overseas in 
Kosovo. The President spoke, as my 
colleagues know, within the last hour 
from the Oval Office about what is 
going on. 

From the standpoint of those of us 
who are dealing with these budgetary 
issues now and will be voting on them 
tomorrow, as we recognize our young 
men and women and the sacrifices they 
are making tonight, they are flying in 
the budget decisions that were made in 
years gone by. 

I hope tomorrow that our thoughts 
will be with those young men and 
women as we cast our votes on what we 
think the best budget is for the future 
of this country. 

The issues that have gotten a lot of 
attention over the last several months 
about the budget have been issues in-
volving family security, Medicare, and 
Social Security. One of my specific 
concerns about the votes that we have 
to make tomorrow is another part of 
the security of our senior citizens, and 
that is the veterans budget. Frankly, I 
think that the budget proposal that ap-
parently was just filed here in the last 
few minutes is not adequate for vet-
erans. It is very disappointing and per-
haps more disappointing in view of 
what is going on overseas this evening 
and today. 

Fortunately we will have the oppor-
tunity tomorrow to vote on a better 
budget for veterans. It will be the al-
ternative offered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). It 
will not only add additional money to 
this next year’s budget but will main-
tain that number through the next sev-
eral years. 

As the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KIND) did such a good job in dis-
cussing the problems of tax cuts down 
the line, unfortunately the budget doc-
ument that we are going to be pre-
sented tomorrow takes money from, in 
my opinion, good programs in order to 
finance those tax cuts. 

So we see that the budget tomorrow, 
with regard to veterans issues, it takes 
the President’s budget, it adds $0.8 bil-
lion to it for the 2000 fiscal year, but 
then the number drops back down in 
2001 and 2002 and 2003 and 2004. 

So the veterans are being falsely, in 
my opinion, falsely fooled into think-
ing that somehow we have this great 
budget that is going to add money to 
their budget for their future, and it 
does not. 

The number is inadequate for the fis-
cal year that we are considering, and 
then it is clearly even more inadequate 
in the years following because it drops 
back. 

The budget of the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) adds $1.8 
billion to the veterans budget for the 
fiscal year we are considering and 
maintains that level over the future. 

The majority budget adds $0.8 billion 
to go to the budget for fiscal year 2000, 
and then that number drops back. I 
think that is not correct and not the 
proper way to treat our veterans. 

What it demonstrates, though, is the 
importance of being fiscally respon-
sible. We have some very real needs in 
this country, and I think Social Secu-
rity and Medicare are appropriately at 
the top of the list. But veterans and 
our promises that we made to our vet-
erans also should be at the top of that 
list, as should our national defense 
budget. 

The more we take these dollars and, 
in my opinion, irresponsibly make 
promises to the American people that 
somehow we can do it all, we can fund 
everything, we can fund Medicare, we 
can fund Social Security, we can fund 
veterans, we can fund national defense, 
and, by the way, we can send all this 
money home to them, if we make those 
kinds of false promises, we do a dis-
service to our responsibilities down the 
line. 

That is why I am pleased to be here 
tonight and support the efforts of this 
group in being fiscally responsible and 
voting for a budget that does not 
squander this opportunity to put away 
surpluses for the future of this coun-
try, for veterans, for national defense, 
and for our senior citizens. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO). 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I 
join my colleagues to carry a message 
that we do need to invest in our future 
and not squander our resources on ill-
conceived tax cuts. 

We have heard it before and we are 
going to continue hearing it, the reces-
sion of the early 1990s has been re-
placed with a record-breaking strong 
economy. Years of budget deficits have 
finally been replaced with a surplus. 

Now we need to determine what is 
the most responsible thing to do in 
these good economic times. Should we 
do what any prudent family would do 
when times are good, namely, pay 
down our debt and invest in our future, 
or should we spend away our surplus on 
massive tax cuts that mostly benefit 
those that do not need it, the wealthy? 

Before I think of what we go through, 
I do not think it is very hard. The an-
swer is very clear. That is why I sup-
port my party’s policy of paying down 
the national debt and investing in 
America’s future. 

Let us dedicate the 62 percent we 
have talked about of the surplus to-
wards safeguarding Social Security and 
15 percent towards Medicare. This 
would ensure that Americans have ac-
cess to Social Security benefits until 
at least the year 2055 and access to 
Medicare benefits until at least the 
year 2020. 

While we work to safeguard Social 
Security and Medicare, let us also start 

getting serious about paying down the 
national debt. Public debt is now the 
highest it has ever been at $3.7 trillion, 
that is with a ‘‘t’’, and it is soaking up 
billions of tax dollars that could other-
wise be used towards further strength-
ening Social Security, Medicare, in-
vesting in our schools and infrastruc-
ture and expanding health care serv-
ices. 

In 1998, 14 percent of our government 
spending went into paying the interest 
on our national debt. That comes to 
$3,644 for every family in America, 
$3,644. That is more money than was 
spent on the entire Medicare program. 

The money spent on the interest pay-
ments on the national debt did not re-
duce the debt itself by one cent. It cer-
tainly did nothing to improve our 
health care, our schools, our drinking 
water, or to help small businesses suc-
ceed. 

Let us stop wasting money on the na-
tional debt’s interest payments. Now 
that we have overcome a history of 
budget deficits, it is time to use that 
economic strength we have built to-
wards finally paying off the national 
debt. 

In addition, we have put an end to 
wasteful spending by looking at how 
we do the furtherance of cutting the 
national debt. It is good for Americans 
because it would lead to a reduction in 
interest rates. 

Now get this, a 2 percent dip in inter-
est rates would cut home mortgages, 
the rates in home mortgages signifi-
cantly. A family currently making 
monthly payments on a $150,000 home 
with a 30-year fixed income mortgage 
at 8 percent is paying $844 a month. If 
their interest rate drop to 6 percent, 
that monthly payment would be cut to 
$689, a savings of $155 a month. That is 
better than any tax cut the other side 
is proposing. 

Now for college students, a 2 percent 
reduction in the interest rate would 
cut typical 10-year student loans for a 
4-year public college by $4,263. That is 
an 8.5 percent reduction. For small 
business, a 2 percent interest rate 
could reduce a 5-year start-up loan on 
$200,000 by $11,280 over the life of the 
loan.

b 2100 

These are very real and significant 
savings that demonstrate how paying 
off the national debt can help working 
families. 

The President has proposed a budget 
that will cut the debt, reducing it to 
$1.3 trillion. That would be the lowest 
national debt in proportion to GDP 
since 1916. I hope that my colleagues 
will join me in supporting our Presi-
dent’s plan. 

Common-sense fiscal discipline trans-
formed the budget deficit into a sur-
plus. Let us resist the temptation to 
spend our current surplus on tax cuts 
that will leave us ill-prepared to tackle 
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the challenge of extending the life of 
Social Security and Medicare and re-
ducing the national debt. 

Just because the days of deficits are 
behind us does not mean that fiscal re-
sponsibility is obsolete. We need to 
continue on the course of maintaining 
a strong and healthy economy that will 
benefit all Americans, especially our 
children and future generations. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. One quick 
point, Mr. Speaker, and then I want to 
yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MALONEY). 

When looking at fiscal discipline 
issues, I think tax cuts are fine. I do 
not think that there is necessarily a 
prejudice against cutting taxes. I think 
in certain areas we need to do it. Nor 
do I think that tax cuts are any greater 
threat to our fiscal discipline than 
spending. I think too much spending 
leads to the problems we have just as 
much as too much tax cuts. 

What I would emphasize in any budg-
et is to look at the overall budget and 
keep one primary goal in mind: balance 
it. If we think that we can find room 
for some tax cuts by cutting spending 
someplace else, great, let us put it on 
the table, let us talk about it, and let 
us weigh those options. Whatever the 
spending program may be, whether it is 
veterans spending that the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER) alluded 
to, or the capital gains tax cut and the 
marriage tax penalty that the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) alluded to, put it on the table 
and talk about it. 

The problem is, and what we have yet 
again with the Republican budget, they 
sort of throw everything on the table 
and promise they can do it all, all the 
tax cuts, all the spending increases, 
and just kick it off down into the fu-
ture and let the credit card grow. That 
is the problem. 

Nothing against tax cuts, but we 
need to weigh them against spending 
increases or decreases and figure out 
what is best, with one fundamental 
goal in mind: balance the budget and 
pay down the debt. We cannot do that 
if we promise away all the money in 
both directions. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
MALONEY). 

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. SMITH), and I think 
his final comments, and the motif of 
this special order, is fiscal responsi-
bility and fiscal discipline. The day has 
finally arrived that we can stand here 
and say that we have a real oppor-
tunity to do the right thing in regard 
to fiscal responsibility. 

If we look back over the past 30 
years, we see what was the wrong thing 
to do, and it was done wrong on both 
sides of the aisle in this House and in 
this Congress at large. Thirty years we 
went without a balanced budget. We 

have accumulated a $5 trillion deficit. 
We raided the Social Security Trust 
Fund. We raided the Highway Trust 
Fund. The Congress raided the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. Thirty 
years we have had a wrong direction. 
We have not made the right decisions; 
the decisions that are in the long-term 
interest of this country. 

Today we are talking about doing the 
right thing. Tomorrow we will have the 
opportunity to vote on some budget 
resolutions, one of which, the one of-
fered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), I believe, does 
in fact do the right thing. It restores us 
to a path of fiscal responsibility. 

Let me draw a straightforward anal-
ogy between a typical family and the 
budget decision that we have to make 
tomorrow. A typical family might, 
over the past years, have had some fis-
cal stress. They might have taken out 
a loan to help finance a young member 
of the family going to college; they 
might have taken out a loan to replace 
a car. 

They now face the circumstance 
where they have a good time. They are 
in good economic times. They are at 
the end of a year and they are going to 
get perhaps a bonus. What do they do 
with that bonus? Do they pay down 
their car loan? Do they repay the stu-
dent loan so that perhaps the next 
child in the family can go to college? 
Or perhaps they make a decision that 
they are going to take a fancy vaca-
tion, and they are going to spend their 
year-end bonus or the benefit of their 
fiscal good times on some other luxury. 

That is the choice that this House 
faces tomorrow. Do we do the right 
thing? Do we pay down the deficit? Do 
we save our money for Social Security? 
Do we make sure that we have ade-
quate provision for Medicare? Do we do 
the fiscally responsible thing, or do we 
kind of go on a holiday and find things 
that, sure, we would all love to do, but 
that frankly we cannot afford? 

The answer, I think, is that we try to 
do the right thing. And when we look 
at what that right thing entails, it is 
very straightforward. We are proposing 
that 62 percent of the surplus be put 
aside to secure Social Security; that 15 
percent of the surplus be put aside to 
secure Medicare for the future years. 
Those actions will extend the fiscal life 
of the Social Security program to the 
year 2050. 

The proposal made by the majority 
party adds no additional years to the 
life of the Social Security program. 
The budget proposal of the gentleman 
from South Carolina will take us out 
to 2050. 

Similarly for Medicare, the majority 
party will make a budget proposal to-
morrow which will add no additional 
life to the Medicare trust fund. The 
proposal of the gentleman from South 
Carolina will bring us fiscal security in 
the Medicare program to the year 2020, 

and still leave us money to do targeted 
investments in things like education 
and make some responsible, affordable 
tax cuts: a tax cut for long-term care; 
the opportunity to make the research 
and development tax credit a perma-
nent feature of the Tax Code, to en-
courage additional growth in economic 
progress in our country. 

Tomorrow is a very important day in 
the history of this country. Tomorrow 
we have a choice, an irresponsible 
budget proposal containing an irre-
sponsible tax, or a responsible budget 
proposal that looks to the long-term fi-
nancial and social health of this coun-
try that includes targeted tax relief. 

I sincerely hope that this House sup-
ports the proposal of the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) and 
that we adopt a fiscally responsible 
budget resolution. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, it gives me pleasure at this 
point to yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE). He is a Blue 
Dog as well as a new Democrat. He has 
a budget proposal himself that I think 
is very fiscally responsible and I will be 
happy to hear about.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
that tomorrow will be a historic day in 
the House of Representatives. It will be 
historic in part because for the first 
time in 2 years we face the prospect of 
adopting a budget and the possibility 
that we will have a concurrent resolu-
tion with the Senate that actually is 
the type of budget resolution that we 
have held to passing. 

In 1998 it turned out that the leader-
ship of the institution was not capable 
of bringing up and passing a budget 
resolution. I think that was a tragic 
flaw that existed in the leadership of 
Speaker Gingrich in 1998, and I am 
pleased to see that we are moving past 
that stage here in 1999, at least I hope 
we are. 

The question really, then, is what 
type of a budget will we end up with 
here in 1999? The thing that I would 
like to emphasize in our discussions 
this evening is that there are a variety 
of views as to how we should handle 
the possible abundance; the oppor-
tunity to make prudent decisions in a 
time of a possible budget surplus. 

Essentially, we have three different 
choices that we will face tomorrow. 
The majority will be proposing that we 
take the entire surplus that is gen-
erated from various Federal oper-
ations, from revenue collection to the 
operation of agencies, but excluding 
Social Security and the post office, 
that we take that surplus and we re-
turn it to the taxpayers. 

Now, this sounds good. I think all of 
us would like to do that. But then 
some of us ask, what about this na-
tional debt that we have? What about 
priorities that we have as a country? 
For some, the priorities are education, 
for others it is veterans, for others it is 
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the environment, for some it is the de-
fense of our Nation, for others it is ag-
riculture, for others it is health care, 
and the list goes on. 

We are spending here in 1999 substan-
tially more money, by some counts $35 
billion more, than what people are 
promising we can live by in the year 
2000. And yet, from what I can tell, the 
Republicans and the Democrats in this 
body alike that are on the Committee 
on Appropriations feel this is an unre-
alistic position. So the question is, is it 
realistic to try to return all of this 
money or are we going to leave our-
selves severely strapped? I daresay that 
there is not a person in this body that 
does not expect we would leave our-
selves severely strapped. 

Another approach is to invest the 
money in priority programs. And a 
third approach is to try to find a mix. 

The Blue Dog Coalition, of which I 
am a member, it is a group of moderate 
to conservative Democrats, will pro-
pose a budget tomorrow that has a 
mix. In that sense it is similar to the 
budget proposed by the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). We pro-
pose taking 50 percent of the money 
that is in surplus and using it to reduce 
the $5.6 trillion debt; 25 percent of the 
money to be used as a tax reduction 
measure, or for tax reductions; and 25 
percent for program priorities. 

We feel that this is a responsible divi-
sion of how the budget surplus ought to 
be used. It recognizes the needs that we 
face here in America, health care, edu-
cation, defense, veterans, agriculture, 
environment and others. At the same 
time, it recognizes the responsibility 
that we have in a time of prosperity 
and affluence to pay down our national 
debt to the maximum extent possible, 
while at the same time trying to give a 
dividend to the taxpayers and meet the 
needs of our great Nation. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, just in concluding the discus-
sion this evening, as we are guided in 
our budget discussions, I think there 
should be some central principles. One 
of the most important principles in 
achieving fiscal discipline is to not 
play sort of the divide and conquer 
strategy; not get to the point where 
the sum of the parts adds up to more 
than we would like the whole to add up 
to. 

We have heard about a variety of pro-
grams this evening. We have heard 
about a variety of tax cuts. There is 
merit to all of them. What we have to 
do in putting together a fiscally re-
sponsible budget is put them all on the 
table at the same time. I guess what I 
mean by divide and conquer, it is really 
more of a divide and pander strategy, 
which is to say we take each issue area 
which may be a priority for somebody, 
whether increased defense spending, in-
creased education spending, increased 
spending for health care, an estate tax 
cut, a capital gains tax cut. 

There are all groups out there, as 
well as individuals, who have their fa-
vorite. They come and talk to us about 
them and we want to make them 
happy. It is sort of the nature of being 
a Congressman that we want to make 
our constituents happy, so we want to 
promise all those things, and that is 
where we get into trouble. 

What we have to say is if veterans 
are a big priority, then make it a pri-
ority and make it work in the budget. 
Make the sacrifices in other areas to 
make sure that we can do that. But we 
should not promise more than the 
budget can contain. That is what leads 
us to fiscal irresponsibility. 

That is what, sadly, the Republican 
budget we are going to hear about to-
morrow does. It promises all across the 
board and does not meet the test of fis-
cal discipline, getting us into the posi-
tion of paying down our debt and be re-
sponsible to the future. 

We are not the only ones who have 
needs. Future generations are going to 
have needs. Whether it is tax cuts or 
spending programs, if we take it all 
now, we will be mortgaging their fu-
ture. 

Mr. Speaker, I see the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has joined 
us, so I will yield to him to talk also 
about fiscal responsibility. But I urge 
more than anything that we balance 
the budget and start paying down the 
debt. It is the responsible thing to do 
for our future. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Washington 
very much for yielding to me, and I 
very much appreciate his taking the 
time tonight in order to discuss the 
subject that we will be debating in ear-
nest tomorrow. 

I guess the one thing that he said 
that I want to overly emphasize is that 
if by chance we have surpluses, and 
most of us, I think, and most of the 
American people understand that when 
we owe $5.6 trillion, we really do not 
have a surplus to talk about. And since 
most of the surplus, in fact all of the 
surplus this year is Social Security 
trust funds, we in the Blue Dog budget 
that will be offered as a substitute to-
morrow, we emphasize that we should 
take that money and pay down the 
debt with it and really do it. I believe 
we will have bipartisan support for 
doing that because everybody is talk-
ing about that.

b 2115 

But the one thing that some are not 
talking about, and this is why we will 
offer our substitute amendment, some 
are saying that we ought to take future 
surpluses. And it was not too long ago 
in this body that we had a difficult 
time estimating next year, and then we 
started 5-year estimations and projec-
tions of what surpluses and what the 
budget would hold, and now we are 
starting 10 and 15 years. 

My colleagues, I believe it is very 
dangerous for the future of this coun-
try to base 15-year projections and say 
we are going to have a tax cut that will 
explode in the sixth, seventh, eighth, 
ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth, thir-
teenth and fourteenth year. That is not 
conservative politics, at least if they 
are a businessman or woman. We un-
derstand that they do not make those 
kind of decisions today based on what 
might happen tomorrow. 

What we are going to be suggesting 
is, if in fact we do in the next 5 years 
achieve a surplus of the non-Social Se-
curity nature, let us put at least half of 
that down on the debt, let us pay an 
additional 50 percent down on the debt, 
and let us take 25 percent of that and 
let us meet the very real needs of 
which I know the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is as concerned as I am about de-
fense. 

Let us put some real dollars in recog-
nizing that, just as we have our young 
men and women in harm’s way tonight, 
that it is extremely important that we 
give them the resources to do that 
which we ask them to do. And we can-
not do that with the budget the major-
ity is putting forward tomorrow, and 
everyone knows that. 

It is time to get honest, and the Blue 
Dog budget will in fact get honest. And 
we will attempt, hopefully, to have a 
majority of this body agree with us. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H. CON. RES. 68, CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION ON BUDGET FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2000 
Mr. LINDER (during the special 

order of Mr. SMITH of Washington), 
from the Committee on Rules, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
106–77) on the resolution (H. Res. 131) 
providing for consideration of the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 68) es-
tablishing the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2000 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for each of the 
fiscal years 2001 through 2009, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ADMIRAL WILLIAM F. 
BRINGLE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
am going to do a tribute to an admiral 
that we lost in San Diego, a four-star. 

But I would also say, and I would say 
excluding what the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has said, in 8 
years, this is the most laughable 
oxymoron discussion I have heard in 8 
years on the budget about saving So-
cial Security and Medicare. I would 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.002 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 5477March 24, 1999
like my colleague sometime to explain 
how the President takes $9 billion out 
of Medicare and then puts in 15 per-
cent. 

So we will have that debate tomor-
row. But I do not disagree with the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) 
on a lot of the issues. But the other 
group, I am sorry, they are either naive 
or they just state their own opinion as 
fact and they are factually challenged. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk 
about Admiral William F. Bringle. He 
was a very good friend of mine. And he 
is like Will Rogers, that he is the kind 
of guy that never met a man that he 
did not like, for anyone that met Ad-
miral ‘‘Bush’’ Bringle liked him. 

Those of us that knew him would call 
him a leader’s leader. Many of the avi-
ators I have talked to and the admirals 
and the flag officers said that he was a 
pilot of all pilots. He was heroic in 
World War II, in Korea, in Vietnam. 
And one does not reach being a four-
star admiral without some signifi-
cance, Mr. Speaker. 

Admiral Bringle passed away on Fri-
day. We called him ‘‘Bush’’ Bringle. He 
had wavy, black bushy hair, and that is 
where he got his call sign that his wife 
Donnie gave to him. He won the Navy 
Cross, this Nation’s second highest 
award. He won DFCs, with five dif-
ferent stars for five DFCs, Legion of 
Merit, and on and on and on. 

His career spanned 35 years, Mr. 
Speaker. Retired astronaut Wally 
Schirra, who lives in his district in 
Rancho Santa Fe, said, ‘‘most become 
political and lose sight of the fact that 
the rest of the people have to look up 
to them.’’ And that signifies Admiral 
Bush Bringle. 

Vice Admiral Stockdale, best aviator 
he ever knew, I draw deference with 
Admiral Stockdale on that, but Admi-
ral Stockdale was planning missions 
over Vietnam just before he was shot 
down with Bush Bringle. Admiral 
Stockdale said that ‘‘he was born for 
the profession that he served in for 
over 35 years, and that is a country 
both at peace and at war, and he served 
us well.’’ 

And he was commander of CV Divi-
sion 7 in 1964, commander of 7th Fleet 
in 1967, commander of Pacific Fleet in 
1970. He was in charge of nine aircraft 
carriers, 1,600 combat and support air-
craft, and 85,000 military. Admiral Ber-
nard Clarey: ‘‘Bush Bringle’s leadership 
and style is just the Bringle touch.’’ 

Enlisted and officers alike respected 
and liked Admiral Bringle because of 
his leadership. Vice Admiral David 
Richardson called Admiral Bringle 
‘‘one of the most admired naval offi-
cers and aviators dating since prior to 
World War II.’’ His leadership was de-
rived by example. He was a native of 
Covington, Tennessee. He was an An-
napolis grad. 

To tell my colleagues the kind of guy 
that he was, he played football. I think 

he was a whopping 170 pounds. He 
played football for Annapolis. And 
when he was playing against William & 
Mary, during the first play, one of his 
opponents broke his hip. That gen-
tleman is now Walter Zable, who lives 
in Bush Bringle’s district, and they be-
came the best of friends. 

He went through Pensacola, Florida 
in flight training and became an avi-
ator in 1940, before most of us were 
born. He was in the Allied invasion in 
southern France, the Leyte Gulf, Iwo 
Jima, Okinawa, Korea. He was CO of 
the Hornet and the Kitty Hawk and 
commandant of midshipmen in Annap-
olis. 

After his assignments with 7th fleet, 
Admiral Bringle was promoted with his 
fourth star. The last 3 years he served 
as U.S. Naval forces in Europe. Admi-
ral Bush Bringle loved his country. But 
I want to tell my colleagues, he always 
spoke highly of his first love, not this 
country but his wife Donnie, his daugh-
ter Lynn, and his fighter pilot son Don 
Bringle. 

Memorial services will be Monday at 
North Island Air Station in the chapel, 
and I wish those that are in San Diego 
can attend, Mr. Speaker. 

Godspeed, Admiral Bringle, to you 
and your family. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following newspaper arti-
cle:
ADM. WILLIAM BRINGLE DIES; CALLED AN AVI-

ATOR’S AVIATOR—COLLEAGUES SAY HE KEPT 
COMMON TOUCH DURING HIS CAREER 

(By Jack Williams) 
Adm. William F. ‘‘Bush’’ Bringle, a heroic 

World War II aviator who kept the common 
touch in rising to commander of naval air 
forces in the Pacific Fleet and in Europe, 
died of pneumonia Friday. He was 85. 

Adm. Bringle, who had lived in Rancho 
Santa Fe for the past 20 years, died at 
Scripps Memorial Hospital-La Jolla. 

Known as ‘‘Bush’’ because of his thick 
curly hair, Adm. Bringle distinguished him-
self as an aviator’s aviator, as one colleague 
called him, while rising through the officers’ 
ranks. 

In World War II, he took part in some piv-
otal engagements in the Pacific and Euro-
pean theaters, earning such medals as the 
Navy Cross, the Distinguished Flying Cross 
with Five gold stars and the French Croix de 
Guerre. 

He also received the equivalent of three 
Legions of Merit in a naval career that 
spanned more than 35 years. 

‘‘Bush was the only four-star admiral I 
know who was loved by everybody in the 
Navy,’’ said retired astronaut and Navy 
Capt. Wally Schirra. ‘‘Most become political 
and lose sight of the fact that the rest of the 
people have to look up to them.’’ 

‘‘Bush was one we all liked, a dear friend of 
everyone in the U.S. Navy.’’ 

Retired Vice Adm. James Stockdale re-
membered Adm. Bringle as ‘‘an accomplished 
aviator, a natural, and he fell into the very 
profession he was built for—which was com-
mand at sea in time of war.’’ 

Added Stockdale: ‘‘He’s one of my better 
all-time Navy all-stars.’’ 

As a commander of Carrier Division 7 be-
ginning in 1964, Adm. Bringle was involved in 

the early stages of the Vietnam War. He was 
promoted in 1967 to commander of 7th Fleet 
naval air forces and in 1970 to commander of 
Pacific Fleet naval air forces. 

In the latter role, based at North Island 
Naval Air Station, Adm. Bringle was in 
charge of a force that included nine aircraft 
carriers, some 1,600 combat and support air-
craft and about 85,000 military personnel and 
civil servants. 

He established sophisticated training fa-
cilities for pilots and maintenance personnel 
at Miramar Naval Air Station, paving the 
way for introduction of the F–14 fighter 
plane. 

Adm. Bringle’s Vietnam-era command was 
characterized by what Adm. Bernard A. 
Clarey called at the time ‘‘the legendary 
Bringle touch.’’ Clarey also described Adm. 
Bringle as an aviator’s aviator, stemming 
from his extraordinary rapport with fliers of 
all ranks and ages. 

Stockdale recalled joining Adm. Bringle in 
planning an attack on a city near Hanoi in 
the Vietnam War. ‘‘It was a piece of beauty 
the way he was able to coordinate it and 
build confidence in the joint effort.’’ 
Stockdale said. 

Another Navy contemporary, retired Vice 
Adm. David Richardson, called Adm. Bringle 
‘‘one of the most admired naval officers and 
aviators dating from World War II.’’

Said Richardson: ‘‘His leadership was de-
rived from the examples he set and the way 
he handled people. And people responded 
beautifully to his leadership.’’

In 1961, as commander of the fledgling 
Kitty Hawk, Adm. Bringle took the super-
carrier on its maiden voyage from the East 
Coast to its home base of San Diego. At more 
than 1,047 feet in length, the Kitty Hawk be-
came the largest ship to enter San Diego 
harbor up to that time. 

Adm. Bringle was a native of Covington, 
Tenn. He graduated in 1937 from the U.S. 
Naval Academy, where he starred as a 
speedy, sure-handed 170-pound end in foot-
ball. 

Hip and knee injuries played havoc with 
his football career, and decades later he un-
derwent knee and hip replacements. 

In his junior year at Annapolis, on the first 
play of a game with William & Mary, Adm. 
Bringle suffered a broken hip on what he 
considered a ‘‘cheap shot,’’ a crack-back 
block. 

Many decades later, while attending a 
cocktail party in San Diego, he met the man 
who claimed to be responsible for his pain: 
former William & Mary athlete Walter 
Zable, co-founder of Cubic Corp. 

‘‘They shook hands and became great 
friends,’’ said Donald Bringle, Adm. Bringle’s 
son. 

Adm. Bringle underwent flight training at 
Pensacola, Fla., and was designated a naval 
aviator in December 1940. 

Three years later, after flying observation 
and scouting patrols over the South Atlan-
tic, he formed the Navy’s first observation 
fighting squadron, VOF–1. 

He received the Navy Cross for extraor-
dinary heroism in action against enemy 
forces during the Allied invasion of southern 
France in August 1944. 

His role in the invasion also earned him 
the French Croix de Guerre. 

After the European action, Adm. Bringle 
led his squadron on close air support mis-
sions in the Pacific campaigns at Leyte, Iwo 
Jima and Okinawa. 

His squadron also identified targets for 
naval gunfire, and its success brought Adm. 
Bringle a Distinguished Flying Cross with 
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gold stars, signifying five additional awards 
of that medal. 

When the Korean War broke out in June 
1950, Adm. Bringle was serving in Annapolis 
as aide to the superintendent of the Naval 
Academy. He resumed sea duty in 1953 as ex-
ecutive officer of the carrier Hornet.

Adm. Bringle became commandant of mid-
shipmen at the Naval Academy in 1958, his 
last assignment before taking command of 
the Kitty Hawk. 

During his last tour in San Diego, Adm. 
Bringle was honored by the Greater San 
Diego Chamber of Commerce military affairs 
committee and the San Diego Council of the 
Navy League for his contributions to the 
community. 

The Navy League award came with a leath-
er golf bag of red, white and blue design. 

After his assignments with the 7th Fleet 
and the Pacific Fleet, Adm. Bringle was pro-
moted to four-star admiral. His last three 
years of active duty were as chief of U.S. 
naval forces in Europe, based in London. 

As a Rancho Santa Fe resident. Adm. 
Bringle enjoyed golf until his late 70s, when 
he underwent his second knee replacement. 
‘‘He kept his competitive fires going by play-
ing tennis into his late ’50s,’’ his son said. 

Adm. Bringle was a member of the exclu-
sive Early and Pioneer Naval Aviators Asso-
ciation, an honor society of some 200 mem-
bers. 

He is survived by his wife, Donnie Godwin 
Bringle; a daughter, Lynn Riegle of Thomp-
son’s Station, Tenn.; and a son, Donald of 
San Diego. 

Memorial services are scheduled for 11 a.m. 
Monday at the North Island Naval Air Sta-
tion chapel. Donations are suggested to the 
U.S. Naval Academy Alumni Association 
Fund, Alumni House, King George Street, 
Annapolis, MD 21402. 

ADMIRAL WILLIAM F. BRINGLE, UNITED 
STATES NAVY, RETIRED 

William Floyd Bringle was born in Cov-
ington, Tennessee, on April 23, 1913. He at-
tended Byars-Hall High School in Covington, 
and Columbia Military Academy, Columbia, 
Tennessee, and entered the U.S. Naval Acad-
emy, Annapolis, Maryland, on appointment 
from his native state on July 6, 1933. As a 
Midshipman he was a member of the Naval 
Academy Football Team (N* award). He was 
graduated and commissioned Ensign on June 
3, 1937, and through subsequent advancement 
attained the rank of Rear Admiral, to date 
from January 1, 1964; Vice Admiral, to date 
from November 6, 1967 and Admiral, to date 
from July 1, 1971. 

After graduation from the Naval Academy 
in June 1937, he was assigned to the USS 
SARATOGA until February 1940, with engi-
neering, communications and gunnery duties 
on board that carrier, operating in the Pa-
cific. In April 1940 he reported to the Naval 
Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, for flight 
training, and was designated Naval Aviator 
in December of that year. Detached from 
Pensacola in January 1941, he joined the USS 
MILWAUKEE, and served as Senior Aviator 
on board that cruiser until December 1942. 
During the eight months to follow, he served 
as Commanding Officer of Cruiser Scouting 
Squadron TWO. 

From September to November 1943 he had 
training at the Naval Air Station, Mel-
bourne, Florida, and in December formed the 
first Observation Fighting Squadron (VOF–1) 
during World War II. He commanded that 
squadron throughout the period of hos-
tilities. For outstanding service while in 
command of that squadron during the inva-

sion of Southern France and Pacific oper-
ations in the vicinity of Sakishima, Nansei 
Shoto invasions of Luzon and Iwo Jima and 
operations in the Inkinawa and Philippine 
Islands areas, he was awarded the Navy 
Cross, the Distinguished Flying Cross with 
Gold Star in lieu of five additional awards 
and the Air Medal with Gold Stars in lieu of 
sixteen similar awards. 

He is also entitled to the Ribbon with Star 
for, and facsimiles of, the Navy Unit Com-
mendation awarded the USS MARCUS IS-
LAND and USS WAKE ISLAND and their Air 
Groups for heroic service in the Western 
Carolines, Leyte, Luzon, and Okinawa Gunto 
Areas. He was also awarded the Croix de 
Guerre with Silver Star by the Government 
of France for heroism while commanding Ob-
servation Fighting Squadron ONE during the 
Allied Invasion of Southern France in Au-
gust 1944 before he moved his squadron to 
the Pacific. 

After the Japanese surrender, from Octo-
ber 1945 until October 1946 he was Air Group 
Commander of Group SEVENTEEN, and 
when detached he returned to the Naval 
Academy for duty at Battalion Officer. He 
remained there until June 1948, then for two 
years was Air Group Commander of Carrier 
Air Group ONE, based on the USS TARAWA 
and USS PHILIPPINE SEA. Again at the 
Naval Academy, he served from June 1950 
until July 1952 as a member of the Super-
intendent’s Staff. The next year he spent as 
a student at the Naval War College, Newport, 
and from July 1953 to December 1954 served 
as Executive Officer of the USS HORNET 
(CVG–17).

In January 1955 he reported to the Navy 
Department, Washington, D.C., for duty as 
Head of the Operational Intelligence Branch 
in the Office of the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, and on August 24, 1955, was trans-
ferred to duty as Naval Aide to the Secretary 
of the Navy. He commanded Heavy Attack 
Wing TWO from August 1957 until June 1958, 
after which he had duty until August 1960 as 
Commandant of Midshipmen at the Naval 
Academy. 

Ordered to the USS KITTY HAWK, build-
ing at the New York Shipbuilding Corpora-
tion, Camden, New Jersey, he served as Pro-
spective Commanding Officer until she was 
placed in commission, April 29, 1961, then as 
Commanding Officer. In June 1962 he was as-
signed to the Office of the Chief of Naval Op-
erations, Navy Department, where he served 
as Assistant Director of the Aviation Plans 
Division until January 1963, then was des-
ignated Director of that division. On April 6, 
1964, he assumed command of Carrier Divi-
sion SEVEN. ‘‘For exceptionally meritorious 
service as Commander Attack Carrier Strik-
ing Force SEVENTH Fleet and as Com-
mander Task Group SEVENTY-SEVEN 
POINT SIX from March 29 to June 29, 1965, 
and as Commander Task Force SEVENTY-
SEVEN from May 26 through June 27, 1965 
. . .’’ he was awarded the Legion of Merit 
with Combat ‘‘V’’. 

On July 12, 1965 he became Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Plans and Operations to the Com-
mander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet and was 
awarded a Gold Star in lieu of the Second 
Legion of Merit for exercising ‘‘. . . forceful 
supervision and outstanding direction over 
each of the many diverse and complex oper-
ations conducted by the Pacific Fleet . . .’’ 
In November 1967 he became Commander 
SEVENTH Fleet and for ‘‘exceptionally mer-
itorious service . . . was awarded the Distin-
guished Service Medal and Gold Star in lieu 
of a Second similar award for combat oper-
ations in Southeast Asia during the Vietnam 
conflict. 

In March 1970 he became Commander Naval 
Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet, with head-
quarters at the Naval Air Station, North Is-
land, San Diego, California. For ‘‘. . . his dis-
tinguished and dedicated service . . .’’ in 
that capacity, from March 1970 to May 1971, 
he was awarded a Gold Star in lieu of the 
Third Legion of Merit. In July 1971 he re-
ported as Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval 
Forces, Europe and Naval Component Com-
mander of the U.S. European Command with 
additional duty as United States Commander 
Eastern Atlantic. ‘‘For exceptionally meri-
torious service . . . from July 1971 to August 
1973 . . .’’ he was awarded a Gold Star in lieu 
of the Third Distinguished Service Medal. 
The citation further states in part: 

‘‘. . . Admiral Bringle displayed inspira-
tional leadership, outstanding executive 
ability and exceptional foresight in directing 
the complex and manifold operations of his 
command in the execution of United States 
national policy . . .’’

Returning to the United States, Admiral 
Bringle had temporary duty at Headquarters 
Naval District, Washington, D.C. from Sep-
tember 1973 and on January 1, 1974 was trans-
ferred to the Retired List of the U.S. Navy.

In addition to the Navy Cross, Distin-
guished Service Medal with two Gold Stars, 
Legion of Merit with two Gold Stars and 
Combat ‘‘V’’, Distinguished Flying Cross 
with five Gold Stars, Air Medal with sixteen 
Gold Stars, the Navy Unit Commendation 
Ribbon with two stars, and the French Croix 
de Guerre with Silver Star, Admiral Bringle 
has the American Defense Service Medal; 
American Campaign Medal; European-Afri-
can-Middle Eastern Campaign Medal with 
one operation star; Asiatic-Pacific Campaign 
Medal with four operation stars; World War 
II Victory Medal; Navy Occupation Service 
Medal, Europe Clasp; China Service Medal; 
National Defense Service Medal with bronze 
star; Armed Forces Expeditionary Medal 
with two stars, the Republic of Vietnam 
Campaign Medal; and the Philippine Libera-
tion Ribbon. 

Married to the former Donnie Godwin of 
Coronado, California, Admiral Bringle has 
two children, Rosalind Bringle Thorne and 
Donald Godwin Bringle. His official resi-
dence is 1639 Peabody Street, Memphis, Ten-
nessee, the home of his mother. 

f 

TRADE DEFICIT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, our sci-
entists have just discovered a new fault 
line that exists underneath downtown 
Los Angeles. This fault line, called 
Puente Hills, is 25 miles long and 10 
miles wide and it was invisible until re-
cently. The 1987 Whittier Narrows 
quake, which caused eight deaths and 
$358 million worth of damage, was the 
result of a rupture of just 10 percent of 
the Puente Hills fault line. Obviously, 
this fault line has the potential to do a 
great deal of harm to the good people 
in Los Angeles and we would be foolish 
to ignore it. 

But, Mr. Speaker, there is another 
fault line in America that is invisible 
to our eyes, the American economy. 
And the American workers are sitting 
on a fault line that is shifting below us; 
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and, like many in Los Angeles, we are 
ignoring it, hoping it will go away. The 
fault line is our trade deficit. And as it 
grows, America is at greater risk of our 
very economic foundation being 
rocked. 

We recently learned that the trade 
deficit grew to its highest level in the 
last decade, projected again this year 
at over $250 billion. According to the 
Commerce Department just this past 
month, $93.76 billion worth more of im-
ports landed on our shores while our 
exports again fell. These are not just 
numbers. They are part of the shifting 
ground underneath America’s economic 
feet. And for some, they could not es-
cape the cracks in the ground. 

I am talking about workers like the 
6,000 at the Levi’s plants, most of them 
women, that recently packed up and 
closed to ship manufacturing to un-
democratic nations overseas. I am 
talking about the workers at Huffy Bi-
cycle in Ohio who lost their jobs to 
Mexico’s exploited workforce, or the 
thousands of workers at Anchor Glass 
or General Electric or Henry I. Siegel 
or VF Knitwear or Zenith Television or 
Dole Food, and the list goes on. They 
have seen the ground shift and they 
felt the earthquake. They have just 
seen some of the consequences of a 
growing trade deficit. 

According to the Economic Policy In-
stitute, between 1979 and 1994 nearly 2.5 
million jobs in our country were lost to 
America’s backward trade policy, 
which says to America’s workers the 
solution for them is to work for shrink-
ing wages and benefits and net worth 
in order to buy more imported products 
from places where workers have abso-
lutely no rights. 

The second consequence of the trade 
deficit is its crippling effect on wages 
here at home. Workers who lose their 
manufacturing jobs still have to find 
some way to feed, clothe, and educate 
their families; and usually that is in 
the form of a service job with a sub-
stantial pay and benefit cut. 

The Economic Policy Institute points 
out that increasing imports from low-
wage, undemocratic countries are con-
tributing to decreasing wages of our 
workers. Our U.S. firms and workers 
are forced to cut their standards of liv-
ing to compete. They cut wages or cut 
hours or cut benefits to reduce costs. 
And as a result, our workers are find-
ing that their real buying power of 
their wages has been declining for al-
most 15 years. In fact, the growing gi-
gantic trade deficit literally lops off a 
whopping 25 percent of the economic 
bang that would occur inside this econ-
omy if in fact our trade ledger was bal-
anced. 

Probably the biggest consequence of 
this deficit is what it does to our long-
term competitiveness, as America 
writes off one industry after another: 
televisions, electronics, clothing, re-
cently steel. We have seen how many 

parts of this economy have been sav-
agely hit. 

Mr. Speaker, this fault line in Amer-
ica cannot be ignored. We can see the 
consequences getting worse every year. 
But the people being hurt cannot afford 
high-powered lobbyists in this city. If 
we want American workers to be able 
to increase their net worth, save for 
their futures, invest in the stock mar-
ket, start their own small businesses, 
we need to make sure our economic 
foundation is rock solid. 

Mr. Speaker, we ignore this trade 
deficit, this fault line, at our own peril. 

f 

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, first I want to 
thank my colleagues who have spoken 
so eloquently tonight about the impor-
tance of Women’s History Month or 
who have submitted statements for the 
RECORD. 

I want to especially thank my Repub-
lican colleague the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) for being 
here this evening and also for submit-
ting her statement on the RECORD for 
the contribution of African American 
women in America’s history. 

We are, in the month of March, 
proudly celebrating the achievements 
of all women in this Nation. I come 
this evening to take a few minutes to 
briefly talk about the history of Wom-
en’s History Month and to celebrate 
the contributions of women, especially 
African American women, the con-
tributions which they have made to 
this country and the world. 

Back in 1978, the first Women’s His-
tory Week celebration was initiated in 
Sonoma County, CA, which is now rep-
resented by a great woman, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY), 
who serves here with us in this Con-
gress. It began in Sonoma County as a 
means of introducing students and 
teachers to the many contributions 
that women of all cultures have made 
to the building of this Nation. 

Three years later, the idea of cele-
brating Women’s History Week began 
to spread across this Nation and the 
National Women’s History Project was 
created to provide technical assistance 
to educators and community orga-
nizers and to produce and distribute 
women’s history materials. 

In 1981, then Representative, now 
Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI, and Sen-
ator ORRIN HATCH cosponsored a joint 
congressional resolution proclaiming 
the week of March 8 National Women’s 
History Week. The success of National 
Women’s History Week and the avail-
ability of information on women’s his-
tory necessitated expanding the cele-
bration to a full month. 

In 1987, the National Women’s His-
tory Project petitioned Congress to ex-

pand the celebration to the entire 
month of March. The resolution was 
approved with bipartisan support in 
both the House and the Senate. 

Today schools, communities, and 
workplaces celebrate the month with 
special curriculum and events. The 
popularity of women’s history celebra-
tions has sparked a new interest in un-
covering women’s forgotten heritage. 
It has allowed all Americans to learn 
more about women who have made a 
tremendous impact on our Nation’s 
history.

b 2130 

Women’s history is really a new way 
of looking at events and individuals 
that have made this country what it is 
today. History as it has been tradition-
ally taught has virtually excluded 
women and people of color. One would 
think that someone would have noticed 
that half of the United States popu-
lation is missing from our history. 
Textbooks, curricula and academic re-
search has been silent about the im-
pact that women and people of color 
have made. The silences have made 
women’s accomplishments and con-
tributions to American life invisible. 

Mr. Speaker, the history of African-
American women’s participation in 
American politics must recognize our 
involvement in traditional political 
acts such as registering, voting and 
holding office, but also those nontradi-
tional activities in which we engaged 
long before we had access to the ballot. 
Because African-American women are 
simultaneously members of the two 
groups that have suffered the Nation’s 
most blatant exclusions from politics, 
African American and women, our po-
litical behavior has been largely really 
overlooked.

African-American women organized 
slave revolts, established underground 
networks and even sued for the right to 
vote. Public records reveal that many 
African-American women were in-
volved in the abolition movement and 
were active participants in the early 
women’s rights movement. African-
American women’s political activities 
have largely been directed towards al-
tering our disadvantaged status as Af-
rican Americans and women and mak-
ing sure that this country lives up to 
its responsibilities for equality and jus-
tice for all people. 

Today, we look at African-American 
women holding political office as a 
very recent experience. African-Amer-
ican women who have previously 
served in this Congress include my 
mentor, our first African-American 
woman who served here, Congress-
woman Shirley Chisholm, as well as 
Barbara Jordan, Yvonne Braithwaite 
Burke, Cardiss Collins, Katie Hall and 
Barbara Rose Collins. I stand here as 
the 171st woman, the 100th African 
American and the 19th African-Amer-
ican woman ever to have the privilege 
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of serving in this body. I stand here be-
cause of those who came before us. I 
stand here as a result of the work of 
many of those individuals, and in the 
words of the Honorable Shirley Chis-
holm, ‘‘We all came here to serve as a 
catalyst for change.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I want to 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding, 
and I certainly want to thank the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) 
for giving us the opportunity to have a 
moment. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. YVONNE BOND MILLER 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ac-

knowledge this month as Women’s His-
tory Month and to honor the contribu-
tions of a distinguished African-Amer-
ican woman, Dr. Yvonne Bond Miller. 

Dr. Miller is the first black woman to 
serve in the Virginia House of Dele-
gates and the first black woman to 
serve in the Virginia Senate. She is the 
first woman of any race to serve as 
chair of a Senate committee in the 
State of Virginia. 

Mr. Speaker, Women’s History Month 
is a time to recognize and give thanks 
to those women who dared to brave un-
charted waters so that we may all fully 
participate in our society.

As we pay tribute to women for their vast 
contributions to our Nation, I’d like to formally 
salute Dr. Miller as an educator and as the 
first African American woman to serve in the 
Virginia House of Delegates and Virginia Sen-
ate. She has been widely recognized for her 
work on behalf of children and under-rep-
resented persons. She understands the ‘‘dou-
ble bind’’ and dual challenges facing women 
of color living in a society that marginalizes 
people by both gender and race. Despite 
those obstacles, she has risen above these 
circumstances and has made outstanding con-
tributions to her community, always working to 
uplift persons with similarly disadvantaged sta-
tus. 

Yvonne Bond Miller was born in Edenton, 
North Carolina, the oldest of 13 children. She 
grew up in my home district of Norfolk and at-
tended Booker T. Washington High School in 
Norfolk. Dr. Miller earned a Bachelor of 
Science degree from Virginia State College 
(now Virginia State University), a Master of 
Arts Degree from the Teacher’s College at Co-
lumbia University, and then a Doctorate from 
the University of Pittsburgh. She is also a re-
cipient of an Honorary Doctor of Laws Degree 
from Virginia State University. 

She has had a distinguished career as an 
educator, teaching first in the Norfolk Public 
Schools and then at Norfolk State University 
from 1968 to present, where she is currently 
a Professor of Education. For seven years, 
she was the head of the Department of Early 
Childhood and Elementary Education at Nor-
folk State University. In addition to teaching, 
Dr. Miller has had an outstanding career in 
public service as a legislator. She was first 
elected to the Virginia House of Delegates in 
1983, becoming the first African American 

woman in that body. Her accomplishments 
earned her a second term in 1985, and her 
career in the state legislature continued when 
she was elected to the Virginia Senate in 
1987, becoming the first African American 
woman in the Virginia Senate as well. Since 
then, she has served with a meritorious record 
on several committees, including the Rehabili-
tation and Social Services Committee, where 
she is the first woman to chair a Virginia Sen-
ate committee. In addition, Dr. Miller has 
worked steadfastly on behalf of children and 
the otherwise underserved on Virginia’s Youth 
Commission and Virginia Disability Commis-
sion. 

Throughout her career as a legislator, Dr. 
Miller has demonstrated a consistent concern 
for the disadvantaged. She has worked hard 
in promoting education and early childhood 
issues, maintaining a living wage, and ensur-
ing access to affordable health care. Dr. Mil-
ler’s sense of justice, generosity, and dedica-
tion to the underprivileged carries over into her 
personal life as well. Most notably, she has 
established a scholarship fund at Norfolk State 
University for women returning to school. Her 
accolades are too numerous to describe in 
full, but it is no wonder that she has been hon-
ored with the Vivian C. Mason Meritorious 
Service Award from the Hampton Roads 
Urban League and the Social Action Award 
from the Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity. 

So, as we honor today the contributions of 
American women to our Nation, we must pay 
a special tribute to Yvonne Bond Miller for pre-
vailing in the face of adversity as an African 
American woman and for working tirelessly on 
behalf of children and other marginalized per-
sons so that they too may be able to con-
tribute to their fullest potential. Women’s His-
tory Month is a time to recognize and give 
thanks to those women who dared to brave 
uncharted waters so that we may all fully par-
ticipate in our own society. Thank You, Mr. 
Speaker. And thank you, Yvonne Bond Miller.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
given the fact that this is indeed Wom-
en’s History Month, I would just in-
clude the names of some of the out-
standing women who have served with 
distinction in my community, the com-
munity where I live, people like Ms. 
Mamie Bone, Ms. Devira Beverly, Mar-
tha Marshall, Cora Moore, Mildred 
Dennis, Mary Alice (Ma) Henry, Ida 
Mae (Ma) Fletcher, Julia Fairfax, 
Earline Lindsey, Nancy Jefferson, 
Rosie Lee Betts, Nola Bright, Dr. 
Claudio O’Quinn, Ms. Rachel Ridley, 
Artensa Randolph, Dr. Lucy Chapelle. 

I would mentioned one other woman, 
two others, who have had tremendous 
impacts on my life—a woman, Mrs. 
Beadie King, who was the teacher in 
the first school that I attended which 
was a one-room schoolhouse where Ms. 
Beadie King taught eight grades plus 
what we call the little primer and the 
big primer at the same time. Many of 
the things that I know and learned, 
many of the values, many of the at-
tributes that I think that I have devel-
oped have actually come from the 
teachings of Mrs. Beadie King. And so 
I pay tribute to her as an outstanding 
educator. 

The other woman, Mrs. Mazie L. 
Davis, my mother, who probably more 
than any other single person contrib-
uted to my development, because it 
was she and my father who basically 
suggested to me that life has the po-
tential of being for each one of us 
whatever it is that we would determine 
to make life.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sa-
lute of African American women. 

African American women have a 
unique place in the history of our coun-
try. Fighting against racial and gender 
discrimination, we have had to fight 
two battles often at odds with each 
other. However, many African Amer-
ican women have not let race and gen-
der prevent them from fighting for 
equality. These women’s heroic efforts 
have forever changed American his-
tory. Women like Harriet Tubman who 
helped slaves escape via her under-
ground railroad. Without Ms. Tubman 
many future African American doctors, 
politicians, lawyers, and teachers 
would not be alive. 

Mr. Speaker so many African Amer-
ican women have been a part of our 
history: Sojourner Truth, Coretta 
Scott King, Ida B. Wells to name a few. 
Today I would like to acknowledge one 
of those great African American female 
leaders—Juanita Shanks Craft. 

Dallas native Juanita Craft fought 
for desegregation in Dallas and all over 
Texas. This onetime hotel worker, used 
the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People (NAACP) 
to fight legalized racism. She helped 
desegregate the University of Texas 
Law School, North Texas State Univer-
sity and the State Fair of Texas. She 
also helped desegregate many Dallas 
lunch counters, theaters and res-
taurants. 

She worked with Christian Adair, 
who helped found the Houston chapter 
of the NAACP, to end segregation and 
promote African Americans. Because of 
their efforts, Hattie Mae White became 
the first black woman elected to the 
Houston school boards in 1958. This 
also paved the way for the late Barbara 
Jordan to become the first African 
American woman and also the first Af-
rican American since reconstruction 
elected to the Texas state Senate. 

Ms. Craft served 25 years as the Dal-
las NAACP precinct chairperson. She 
helped found more than 100 chapters of 
the NAACP and helped Thurgood Mar-
shall work on the U.S. Supreme Court 
case Smith vs. Allwright, which gave Af-
rican Americans the right to vote in 
the Texas Democratic primaries in 
1944. Ms. Craft was the first African-
American woman to vote in Dallas and 
was elected to the Dallas City Council 
in 1975 at the age of 73. 

Ms. Craft was a civil rights teacher 
to the young, opening her home to any-
one who wanted to learn about making 
change. Many of those young students 
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today are teachers, lobbyists, commu-
nity and civil rights activists and city 
officials. 

Today her home in Dallas is a civil 
rights historic landmark where Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson and Martin 
Luther King Jr. were once visitors. 

I salute Juanita Craft’s courage to 
fight for equality for African Ameri-
cans. I salute her courage to teach oth-
ers how to work for change. Through 
her legacy, we can see the battles 
which have been fought and can be 
proud of the progress our sisters have 
made so that we can attend any univer-
sity, sit at any lunch counter, walk 
into any store and speak of this floor. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEMINT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection.
f 

SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE 
BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor tonight with several of my 
colleagues who I think will be joining 
me, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) as well as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM). I am in my fifth year as 
a Member of Congress from Oklahoma. 
I am also in my last term as a self-im-
posed term limit on myself. 

One of the reasons I think that we 
only have 40 percent of the people vot-
ing in elections is that in fact there is 
a crisis of confidence in the Congress of 
the United States. I want to spend 
some time tonight outlining what we 
have heard many people say, whether 
it is the President in his State of the 
Union speech or others in terms about 
our budget, this so-called surplus that 
does not exist, explain to the American 
people why it does not exist and what 
it is really made of, and then talk 
about some of the facts of the last 3 or 
4 years of what has gone on and what 
we can expect in the future if in fact 
we do not have honesty with the Amer-
ican public in terms of our budget, the 
budget process, and speaking honestly 
about where American tax dollars go. 

I also might add that besides being a 
medical doctor who continues to prac-
tice and deliver babies on the weekends 
and the days that we are not in session, 

my original training is as an account-
ant. I can tell my colleagues, there is 
not an accountant in this country that 
would sign off on the books of the Fed-
eral Government. The reason is be-
cause it moves money around, it does 
not account for it, it uses the same 
money twice and then claims it as a 
surplus. 

To start this discussion, I really want 
to try to explain to the American pub-
lic the Social Security trust fund. Most 
people are paying 12.5 percent, half of 
it themselves, half of it by their em-
ployers, in to fund the Social Security 
system. At the present time, we have a 
significant excess number of dollars 
coming in above and beyond what is re-
quired to pay out benefits for our sen-
iors under Social Security. What really 
happened is we are collecting more 
than we are spending in terms of Social 
Security dollars. What happens now is 
that the Federal Government uses the 
excess Social Security money to pay 
for more spending and to pay off pub-
licly held debt. But as they pay off pub-
licly held debt, they incur another debt 
and that is an IOU to the trust fund 
that says we will pay this back. That 
also incurs interest. The fancy way 
Washington talks about that is that 
that is a surplus. In fact it is only a 
surplus in that we have transferred the 
obligation to our children and grand-
children and they will pay that back 
through increased payroll taxes. So we 
put IOUs that are credited to the trust 
fund. 

In 2013, we face a major problem, and 
that is the year in which the revenues 
that come into the Social Security 
trust fund will be less than the pay-
ments that we have to pay out. What is 
going to happen then? Social Security 
spends more than it collects. In order 
to pay all the Social Security benefits, 
Social Security is going to have to try 
to collect from the Federal Govern-
ment on the IOUs, the money the Con-
gress has borrowed. What happens? 
Having spent all the money, the Fed-
eral Government has to raise the in-
come taxes or the payroll taxes on the 
people who are paying Social Security 
taxes just to meet the obligations. 

That is borne out a little bit better 
when we actually see what the Social 
Security Administration says about 
what is going to happen to the fund. As 
you can see, all this in red is actually 
money coming in to Social Security in 
excess of what we are paying out. You 
will notice in 2013, we actually spend 
more money. But if you go out to the 
end of this graph, what you will see is 
we are getting close to $750 billion 
more a year in payments from general 
tax revenues, or increased raises in the 
tax paid on hourly wages in this coun-
try. 

We have a terrible picture devel-
oping. I say all this because the politi-
cians in Washington claim we have a 
surplus. There is no surplus. The 

money that they are using to pay down 
external debt is actually money they 
are going to be obligating our grand-
children for with a Treasury IOU that 
is interest-bearing. That money is a 
false surplus. All it is is the difference 
between what we paid out and what we 
have collected versus what we have 
spent more in other revenues that the 
Federal Government has taken in. 

We are going to have only three op-
tions in 2013, and, better, we only have 
three options now to fix this problem: 
One, we can save 100 percent of the So-
cial Security surplus and we can tran-
sition to a system that increases the 
earnings for all payments on Social Se-
curity between now and 2013 and there-
after. The annualized yield, the return 
on the investment on Social Security 
over the last 20 years, has been less 
than 1 percent. We would have been 
better to put it in a passbook savings 
account by 300 percent in terms of the 
power of compound interest. Had we 
done that, we would have displaced this 
day of reckoning where the imbalance 
in payments out versus revenue in 
would have been at least delayed an-
other 10 to 12, maybe even 15 years, had 
they gotten some return. 

I think the other point that needs to 
be made, why are we in trouble on So-
cial Security? We are in trouble on So-
cial Security because politicians easily 
spend your money without coming and 
saying, ‘‘We’re going to give you an in-
creased benefit but we’re not going to 
tell you that your children and grand-
children are going to have to pay that 
back.’’ How do they pay that back? 
They pay that back by lowering their 
standard of living and sending more of 
their hard-earned dollars to Wash-
ington to pay for the benefits today 
that we did not have the courage to 
tell the American public that for this 
benefit, this increase in benefit, we 
have to pay for it. 

What is easy to do in Washington, I 
have found in 5 years, is to pass on a 
benefit and not be responsible for pay-
ing for it. It is called spin. The real 
thing it is called is a half-truth. A half-
truth, my daddy taught me, was a 
whole lie. We have seen a lie. 

The second option we have, we can 
repay the money from the trust fund 
by raising income taxes. We are at the 
highest rate of taxing the American 
public that we have ever been with the 
exception of World War II. Almost 22 
percent of our gross domestic product 
is now consumed by taxes in this coun-
try. That is not a good option. 

The third option is we can change the 
retirement system. We can delay the 
onset, we can decrease the benefits. 
That is just like we have done to the 
veterans. We promise one thing and 
then we deliver far less. It is not a 
principle of integrity to do something 
less than what you commit to do. So 
we only have three options when we 
are faced with Social Security. I want 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.003 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE5482 March 24, 1999
to just develop this for about another 5 
minutes and then I will recognize the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Now, we hear Washington say we 
have a surplus, but the fact is, is every 
day $275 million is added to the na-
tional debt. If we have a surplus, if we 
have more money coming in than we 
are paying out, how come the debt for 
our children and grandchildren is ris-
ing? It is because we are not honest in 
our bookkeeping. We are not honest 
about it. In 1997, each citizen’s share of 
the national debt was $19,898. By the 
end of this year, every man, woman 
and child from baby to grandmom will 
owe $20,693. You cannot have a surplus 
and the debt rise. The question that 
the American people should ask when 
they hear the word surplus is, ‘‘Did the 
debt go down?’’

There is another tricky word that the 
politicians use. They say publicly held 
debt. Because that is the debt that is 
external to the internal IOUs that the 
government has paid or made with So-
cial Security.
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So it is true that the external-held 
debt of the United States went down, 
but only because we took money from 
the Social Security Trust Fund and 
wrote another IOU. So the total debt in 
terms of the Social Security increased 
revenues or excess revenues have not 
changed at all. We have just decided we 
are not going to pay ourselves and we 
will slow down the pain to those people 
on the outside. 

So less debt is held by the public; 
that is true, but the total debt is ris-
ing, and, as my colleagues can see, it is 
rising $275 million per day, and where I 
come from, $275 million is one whole 
heck of a lot of money. It is about 
enough to run the State of Oklahoma 
for a month. So, we are talking about 
huge sums of money. 

Again, I would make the point Wash-
ington says we have a surplus. If we 
have a surplus, why is the debt that 
our grandchildren and children are 
going to have to bear rising? Why is it 
going up? It is because we are not hon-
est in our bookkeeping. 

Another way of looking at that, and 
this chart shows exactly what we have 
seen and heard about 1998, is what I 
call the politicians’ surplus. Here is 
what we claim was a surplus, the Wash-
ington establishment. But, as my col-
leagues will note, here is the debt in 
1997. What has happened to the debt? 
The debt went from $5,325 trillion to 
close to $5,440 trillion, almost a $120 
billion increase. So, if the surplus was 
60 some billion dollars, how come the 
debt went up $120 billion? 

Look what is projected in 1999. We 
are going to have this great big surplus 
that everybody wants to save or spend 
in a certain way. But look what the 
debt projection is. These are not my 
numbers; these are from the Congres-

sional Budget Office, a nonpartisan 
agency made up and influenced by both 
Democrats and Republicans, and they 
are saying the debt is going to con-
tinue to rise despite this surplus. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think we can see 
that there is a lack of honesty about 
our budget policy and there is only one 
answer. It is called restrained spend-
ing. We have to be fiscally disciplined 
in the money that comes to the Fed-
eral Government. 

The other thing I have learned is 
that if we leave money in Washington, 
do my colleagues know what happens 
to it? It gets spent. Somebody always 
has a good idea on a way to spend the 
money, except the money we are spend-
ing now we are stealing from the Social 
Security system and we are transfer-
ring a lowered standard of living to our 
children. 

And what we can see under President 
Clinton’s budget, and this is real num-
bers by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice under the budget that he proposes 
to see that there is no surplus; the red 
indicates real deficit in terms of mon-
eys in versus moneys out, and even 
though all sides of the aisle, Democrat, 
Republican and the President, are 
claiming the surplus, we can see from 
here that one does not exist. Even with 
a conservative plan that restrains 
spending we are still going to see a def-
icit up until about 2000. It may be that 
the economy is good enough that we 
may see a real surplus this year. But 
look at the difference if we restrain 
spending in terms of real surplus; in 
other words, something that will actu-
ally slow down the growth and the 
debt, decrease the debt, decrease or, in 
an inverse, increase the standard of liv-
ing for our children, that if in fact we 
will restrain spending, that in fact we 
will markedly help the children of to-
morrow. 

Mr. Gutknecht. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for having this 
special order. 

I think we need to put this in some 
historical context though of where we 
were just a few years ago when the gen-
tleman, and I and the gentleman from 
South Carolina who is going to be join-
ing us in a minute, when we were first 
sent here to Washington after the 1994 
elections. The Congressional Budget 
Office then told us that we were look-
ing at $200 billion deficits growing to 
nearly $600 billion by the year 2009, and 
that was using the Social Security sur-
plus to make those deficits look even 
smaller. So in reality, using honest ac-
counting, honest bookkeeping, those 
deficits were probably between 350 and 
over a trillion dollars that we are look-
ing at in annual deficits. 

That is where we were just a few 
years ago, and I think it is important 
to note how far we have come just in 
the last several years in part because 
we have had the fiscal discipline. We 

have eliminated 400 programs, we have 
cut the rate in growth in Federal 
spending by more than half, and that 
coupled with lowered interest rates 
that helped bring about and the welfare 
reform, more people going back to 
work, a stronger economy; all of that 
has made it easier for us to get to what 
will be, I believe this year, the first 
real balanced budget; in other words, 
not using the Social Security surplus, 
the first real balanced budget I think 
this country has seen in many, many 
years. 

Mr. COBURN. Let me add one thing. 
I remember my first year in Con-

gress. We rescinded and cut $70 billion 
worth of spending from this govern-
ment that year, and I would tell my 
colleague that nobody in my district 
noticed that, and if we extrapolate $70 
billion a year over the last 4 years, 
what we plainly see is the main reason 
that we are in surplus is what is 70 bil-
lion one year becomes 90 billion the 
next, becomes 120 billion the next, be-
comes 150, that that is worth about $160 
billion in spending that is not hap-
pening today that would have happened 
had we not come in here and done a 
large rescission and also markedly cut 
the size of the government in 1995. 

And so it is important to use that as 
a historical thing, that because we had 
fiscal discipline, that we, in fact, have 
an opportunity to truly lower the debt, 
not just the public debt, but all the 
debt, and that means creating a better 
future, creating opportunity, creating 
a standard of living that is going to be 
greater than what we have experienced 
for our grandchildren. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. The gentleman is 
correct. I mean that in the end of this 
debate sometimes we get so caught up 
with numbers and statistics, we all 
have charts now, and we can use per-
centages, and we can talk about dollars 
and so forth. 

But in the end the gentleman is abso-
lutely right. What this debate is about 
is about generational fairness, and I 
think we have got to be fair to our par-
ents, and I always talk about in my 
town hall meetings the fact that I was 
born in 1951. 

Mr. COBURN. Youngster; are you 
not? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I do not feel quite 
so young any more, but I will tell my 
colleagues it is important because we 
are the peak of the baby boomers, and 
both my parents are still living, they 
are both on Social Security, they are 
both on Medicare, and the last thing I 
want to do is pull the rug out from 
under them. 

But I also have three kids, and I 
worry about what kind of a country we 
are going to pass on to them, what 
kind of a standard of living are they 
going to enjoy. 

And I want to get our colleague from 
South Carolina involved in this be-
cause something else the gentleman 
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mentioned about using what Einstein 
called the most powerful force on 
earth, the magic of compound interest 
long term to allow individuals to save 
and invest for their own future. I have 
been told, and there are different num-
bers floating around, and it depends on 
which years you use, but, as my col-
leagues know, often we hear that 
Americans do not save enough for the 
future. But my colleague mentioned 
before that the average American be-
tween what they pay and what their 
employer pays into Social Security, 
they are saving about 121⁄2 percent of 
their annual income. 

Now the problem is not that Ameri-
cans do not save enough. The problem 
is that we get such a lousy rate of re-
turn, and the number that I worked 
with usually and the average that I 
have seen provided by the Congres-
sional Budget Office is for the last 30 or 
40 years the average rate of return was 
1.89 percent. 

Now not many Americans would in-
vest 121⁄2 percent of their income into 
an IRA, or a 401(k), or even a savings 
account; can only earn 1.9 percent. 

Mr. COBURN. It is interesting to 
note 1.9 percent is not in terms of real 
rate of return, that is not an inflation 
adjusted number, because when you do 
an inflation adjusted number, you go 
to .6 percent. 

One last thing before the gentleman 
from South Carolina talks. I delivered 
97 babies last year as a Member of Con-
gress, and that is pure joy. But with 
that comes a heartache because I know 
that unless we change the environment 
in Washington that those children that 
I got to spank their back sides of and 
heard their first cry will never have 
the opportunity that my children had 
or I had as a youngster in this country. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. I thank the gen-
tleman for doing so, and I thank him as 
well for convening this special order. 

I want to follow up on what the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) said, which was touching on 
the whole power of compound interest 
which cannot be underestimated. In 
fact, I saw an article yesterday in the 
Washington Post that I wish I had 
brought with me about an older man 
that put a little bit of money in stocks 
and lived a very simple life and yet 
ended up with a whole lot to show for 
it. 

What I think is interesting on that 
point though is somebody on my staff 
was kind enough to do this, and this is 
a home-done chart, so I guess we are 
saving the taxpayer money by not hav-
ing a professional chart done, but it 
points out this power of compound in-
terest because in 1937, and I did not re-
alize this, Social Security actually ran 
a $766 million surplus. It is a pay-as-
you-go system, so what is not spent 
ends up going into the general coffers 
the way it is now configured. 

Now, if we grew that at about 10 per-
cent, maybe that is too high a rate, 
maybe the appropriate number that 
the staffer should have picked would be 
5 percent or 6 percent, but he picked 10 
percent. Anyway, that would result 
today, that pot of money back in 1937, 
that $766 million pot of money, if it 
grew and compounded at about 10 per-
cent, would end up today having about 
$1.17 trillion in your bank account. 

And so when older folks at town hall 
meetings say to me, ‘‘MARK, you know 
we wouldn’t even be having this prob-
lem on Social Security if you all had 
kept your hands off the money.’’ Well, 
it turns out they are right because just 
that one year alone you would end up 
with $1 trillion. 

Now 1938 the surplus was $365 million. 
If again you compounded and grew that 
over this long time period between now 
and then, you would end up with about 
$485 billion in the bank. Well, you add 
those 2 together, and you get 1.66 tril-
lion. 

In 1939, our surplus in Social Secu-
rity was 590 million bucks. Again, if 
you grew and compounded that over 
time, you would end up with $680 bil-
lion. 

And you do that in 1940; surplus then 
was $305 million. You grow that and 
compound that over time, you end up 
with $310 billion in the bank. 

In 1941, our surplus was $760 million 
in payroll taxes. You grew that and 
compounded that over time, that would 
be $670 billion. 

In 1942, and I will not over do this 
point, but the surplus then was $926 
million. You grow and compound that 
over time, you would end up with basi-
cally about $700 billion in the bank. 

You add all that up just over the 
1,2,3,4,5,6 years, that is about $4 tril-
lion. 

Now the contention liability with So-
cial Security is about $8 trillion. In 
other words, very quickly you could 
get to the point wherein the people in 
my town hall meetings are exactly 
right. If Washington had truly kept 
their hands off the money, if the 
money had been in an account and had 
grown and compounded over time, we 
would not be having this conversation 
tonight, which goes straight back to 
what the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) is getting at, which is 
this power of compound interest. 

The other thought I wanted to pick 
up on for just 2 seconds is what the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COBURN) was talking about, and that is 
just plain honest accounting, and that 
is, if you look at the numbers, and 
again just to pick a couple of numbers, 
this is fiscal year 1994. 

Now everybody thought we ran a def-
icit of about $200 billion. That would 
have been the number that was talked 
about. But what is interesting here is, 
as the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COBURN) very correctly pointed out, if 

you actually look at how much the 
debt went up, the debt went up by $293 
billion. Same thing happened in 1995. It 
looked like it was 164, but if you look 
at how much the debt actually went 
up, it was 277. Same thing a year later.
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The same thing a year later. Appar-
ently it appeared as if our deficit was 
$100 billion, but if we look at how much 
the debt went up, it went up $261 bil-
lion. Even just this last year it ap-
peared, now that we are in the black, 
that we ran a surplus of about $70 bil-
lion. Again, if we look at how much the 
debt actually went up, it actually went 
up by basically $100 billion. 

That is not the kind of basic account-
ing that people use back home in their 
businesses. It is not the kind of basic 
accounting somebody uses in balancing 
the family checkbook. It clearly states 
we have a real problem with this stuff 
here in Washington. 

I have some other weird charts here 
in my home-done log of charts, but I do 
not want to belabor that point. I want 
to talk about these because it is what 
we are talking about. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, we will 
come back to that in just a minute. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) to comment 
on this situation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I have enjoyed listening. It just rein-
forces the things we do every day. 

One of my colleagues once said that 
when we talk about all these numbers, 
people’s eyes glaze over. It is, how does 
it affect them personally, and can the 
men and women at the Red Pig under-
stand it. That is what I am going to try 
and do. 

Once it was said that if we do not re-
member history, then we are likely to 
repeat it. I would like to take just a 
brief run, based on my colleague’s 1 
hour, and I will do it briefly. It is 
laughable, that Congress spends 
money, not the White House. We au-
thorize, we appropriate; we authorize 
to spend it. 

For 40 years, except for a small pe-
riod of 1 term in the Senate, the Demo-
crats have controlled the House and 
Senate, which controls all spending. 
When they say that they are fiscally 
responsible, that is an oxymoron. The 
debt was acquired, the deficit was ac-
quired, and it put us on a negative 
road. 

They have to spend. I feel sorry for 
my colleagues on the other side be-
cause they have to spend. By their 
party, they want big government be-
cause they believe government can do 
it better. That requires spending, and 
that increases taxes to pay for it. It is 
automatic. They have to spend that. 

What I would like to do is take us on 
a walk through memory lane. When I 
came in in 1990, we said that enough 
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was enough. We had the Gang of Seven. 
I don’t know if Members remember 
that, for those who were not here. We 
shut down the House bank. We shut 
down the post office, because we knew 
that an individual here was dealing 
stamps. We set about to do the bal-
anced budget. As a matter of fact, a lot 
of us wanted the Speaker to be changed 
at that point, so we could move ahead. 

But my colleagues said in 1993 that it 
took courage for them to vote for that 
budget. It went by for me, because they 
said in 1993 their highest tax increase 
in the history of the United States is 
responsible for the economy today. 

Let us take a look. In 1993, they 
promised a tax cut for what they call 
the middle class. First of all, there are 
no middle class citizens in this coun-
try, they are middle-income. I think we 
do a disservice to people by calling 
them middle class. 

They said they would give tax relief 
for that group. They increased the tax 
in that budget. They increased taxes 
themselves by $270 billion. They cut de-
fense $127 billion. They increased the 
tax on social security. They cut the 
COLA for veterans, they cut the COLAs 
for military. They had no welfare re-
form, they had no education reform. 

When they had the White House, the 
House and Senate, did they have a min-
imum wage increase? Absolutely not. 
They said that was not the way to 
stimulate growth or jobs. 

When we took the majority in 1994, 
we did away with the 1993 tax increase. 
We dissolved it. What did we do? The 
first thing, we gave back middle-in-
come tax breaks. There are a whole 
host of ways we did that. People are 
enjoying that today. 

We were not able to increase defense. 
It went down under that watch. That is 
one of the low points, I think, of our 
particular budget. But we took away 
the increase on social security tax. We 
reinstated our veterans’ COLA. We re-
instated our active duty military 
COLA, and while the Democrats put 
$100 million against us, while we were 
trying to save Medicare, and blasted us 
from the unions and all sides, at the 
end, the President signed our Medicare 
bill, after he vetoed it. 

Because of welfare reform, the wel-
fare reform we did in 1995, we have bil-
lions of dollars coming into the Treas-
ury instead of going out. The average 
was 16 years. We changed that. So for 
them to say that they were responsible 
for the economy today is laughable. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, the gentleman 
is so right. Again, with my homemade 
charts here, I have another chart show-
ing that exact point the gentleman is 
making, which is that Washington has 
been getting bigger raises than work-
ing families have gotten. 

I do not want to bore people to death 
with a lot of numbers, but whether we 
start in 1993, we go to 1994, this is the 

rate at which money coming into 
Washington has gone up. This is the 
rate at which people’s pocketbooks, if 
you will, their earnings, have gone up. 
In every case, it is that red line, which 
is the money coming into Washington, 
that has been going up faster than 
money back home. 

To say it another way, if we look at 
these two little lines, this is the rate at 
which Washington has been getting 
raises versus the rate at which the rest 
of America has been getting raises. So 
the gentleman is exactly right, the 
thing that is ‘‘balancing the books’’ up 
here has been hard-earned taxpayer 
dollars coming into Washington, as op-
posed to fiscal restraint. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman. The overall point I am trying 
to make is that Alan Greenspan, be-
cause of our tax relief, of us ‘‘balancing 
the budget,’’ do Members remember 
when the President said, I can do it in 
7 years, in 2 years, in 3 years? It is an 
arbitrary number. When we finally 
pinned the President down, three of his 
budgets increased the deficits by over 
$260 billion, with a forecast to $200 bil-
lion forever. 

What we did is say no, a balanced 
budget is important. For them to say 
that they are fiscally responsible, I 
would ask Members, look at every bill 
on the Floor. The other side of the 
aisle will always want to increase the 
spending. They will say, we are cut-
ting, we are cutting, except for one 
area, in defense. That is their cash cow. 
They also want to raise taxes to pay 
for it. 

My last statement I would like to 
make, I would like Members to look up 
www.dsausa.org, on the Web page. That 
stands for the Democrat Socialists of 
America. This is on the Web page, this 
is not the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DUKE CUNNINGHAM). In there is the 
Progressive Caucus.

In the socialist contract, they want 
government health care. What did they 
do when they had the leadership of the 
White House, the House and Senate? 
They want to cut defense in this Web 
page by 50 percent. What does the 
President do? He has cut it in half. 
They want to cut it 50 percent more. 
They want government control of edu-
cation, private property; they want 
union control over small business; they 
want to increase socialized spending 
the highest ever. They want to raise 
taxes to the highest progressive tax 
ever, in this 12-point agenda. How do 
they pay for it? By increased taxes and 
cutting the military. 

That is not what other forefathers 
meant when they talked about fiscal 
responsibility. We cannot do it by hav-
ing government do it. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
spend just a minute here going over the 
present budgets, if we can. 

Mr. SANFORD. Before the gentleman 
does so, if the gentleman will yield for 

one more second, again, I want to fol-
low up on the point of the gentleman 
from California. 

Consistently, the way the rhetoric 
works around Washington, we would 
think that Republicans are trying to 
slash and burn and basically eliminate 
the city and eliminate all Federal func-
tions. That is what I think is very in-
teresting about this chart. 

If we look at this line, would the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) 
tell me whether the line goes up or 
down? It is a one-way line, and that is 
going up. All Federal spending in 
Washington, D.C. has not been cut in 
real dollars or in nominal dollars. On 
the whole it has been going up. In 1994 
it was $1.4 trillion. In fiscal year 1999, 
it is $1.7 trillion. The Republicans have 
not been cutting, eliminating. In fact, 
things have been going up in Wash-
ington. 

Mr. COBURN. Actually, the gen-
tleman makes my point. We have not 
done as good a job as we should have. 
We should have restrained spending 
more. 

Let me spend a few minutes talking 
about the budget proposal of President 
Clinton and what has happened in 1999, 
and what has been projected. Then I 
want the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) to kind of talk on 
these budget items. 

The other thing we hear, and I hope 
we get some time to spend on it, is 
Medicare. I know a lot about Medicare 
because I interact with Medicare every 
day as a physician. I know the ins and 
outs of it. I know what is good about it 
and what is bad about it. 

The one thing I want the American 
public to know is the Congress, regard-
less of its politics, regardless of the 
rhetoric, nobody in Washington wants 
to do anything except enhance the via-
bility of Medicare. 

What I want to do is go through the 
budget for 1999, which we are operating 
under right now. By the end of this 
year, the fiscal surplus on social secu-
rity, the amount of money taken in 
versus the amount of money taken out, 
is expected to be $127 billion. 

If the government would have exer-
cised fiscal discipline, we would have 
saved $126 billion. That is where this 
red line is. But we did not. Last year in 
the omnibus appropriations bill this 
Congress, over the threat of a govern-
ment shutdown, spent $15 billion above 
what the budget caps had said we 
would spend in 1997, an agreement that 
the President agreed to and the Con-
gress agreed to. They did not keep it. 

What happens? Instead of a $127 bil-
lion surplus, it became $111. Now the 
President wants to spend another $1 
billion on foreign aid. That takes us 
down to $110 billion in terms of social 
security. 

We have a chance to have a real sur-
plus this year because the revenues 
coming to the Federal Government, as 
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the gentleman from South Carolina 
said, are rising. Why are they rising? It 
is called bracket creep. As people make 
more money, they move into a higher 
tax bracket, so therefore, the govern-
ment takes more of our money. They 
reward us for working harder and earn-
ing more by taking a lot of that money 
away. What happens is the revenues to 
the Federal Government grow. 

If we take the President’s budget, the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates 
there will be $138 billion more in social 
security coming in than is paid out. 
Our idea is to not spend any of that on 
anything but social security, to solve 
the problems associated with Medicare 
and social security; to not spend any of 
it, to save 100 percent of it. 

If we reject what the Republican 
budget plan is, the Congressional Budg-
et Office anticipates right now that we 
will spend at least $5 billion of that 
$138 billion, bringing us down to only 
taking $5 billion out of the social secu-
rity trust fund. We will only have $133 
billion. 

If we take what the President has 
proposed under his budget proposal, we 
will take another $20 billion of that 
and spend it. Remember, we all agreed 
in 1997 that we are not going to spend 
above the caps. We already have $35 bil-
lion proposed spending above the caps. 

Finally, if we take the President’s 
plan of saving 62 percent of the social 
security fund and spending 38 percent 
on new spending, what we get down to 
is actually, by all his plans, down to 
somewhere around 57 or 58 percent he 
wants to save. 

If something is wrong, it is wrong all 
the time. If it is wrong to take the so-
cial security trust fund, and what that 
means is lowering the standard of liv-
ing for our children and grandchildren, 
and placing a tremendous increased 
burden on them from a tax standpoint, 
it is wrong now, it was wrong before, as 
we have seen from the gentleman from 
South Carolina’s chart, and it is wrong 
for the future. 

There is no way we will ever solve 
this problem until we start being hon-
est about what the word ‘‘surplus’’ 
means, until we start being honest 
about the social security trust fund, 
and we start being honest about the 
problems coming up with Medicare. 

Nobody is proposing that we spend 
this money on anything except social 
security. It is true that we will reduce 
external debt with that, but the total 
debt will not go up if we do not spend 
this money, so it is important that we 
have the restraint on spending. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT). 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
just want to read a couple of quotes. 

In his 1998 State of the Union Ad-
dress, President Clinton said, ‘‘Tonight 
I propose that we reserve 100 percent of 
the surplus, every penny of any sur-

plus, until we have taken all the nec-
essary measures to strengthen social 
security for the 21st century.’’ 

This year the President lowered the 
bar. This year he said, ‘‘I propose that 
we commit 62 percent of the budget 
surplus for the next 15 years to social 
security.’’ 

We took the President at his word. In 
the budget that we will debate tomor-
row, the House Republican-passed 
budget will take 100 percent. That 
means that every single penny, for the 
first time I think perhaps in my life-
time, every penny of social security 
taxes will only go for social security. 

What we will do with money that is 
not needed to pay those benefits is we 
will actually pay off some of the debt 
that is owed to the public.
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The debt will still probably go up 
slightly. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
ask a question because the assumption 
in the partisan nature of this place is, 
if we say that money in there is a real 
surplus, then automatically money is 
going to go out of Washington to give 
a tax cut to the rich. 

Does the gentleman know anybody in 
Washington in any area that is pro-
posing to do that? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, in fact 

what we will do is make a determina-
tion of where we need to use that 
money. If it is shoring up Medicare, we 
will use it for shoring up Medicare. 

But I will remind the gentleman and 
the American people that we had a 
commission that gave great rec-
ommendations on Medicare and how to 
save it, and the President rejected his 
own commission on what to do. 

I think the gentleman has some 
things that are very important for us 
in discussing that in his charts. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. But first, Mr. 
Speaker, I think we have to establish 
that our priorities are very clear in our 
budget. First and foremost, we need to 
solve that problem. If the gentleman 
will put that chart up with the blue 
and the red bars which demonstrates 
where we are headed with the Social 
Security Trust Fund, it demonstrates 
why it is so important that we begin as 
soon as we can to say that every penny 
of Social Security taxes will go only 
for Social Security. We are going to do 
that this year. That is the most impor-
tant thing. 

Now if we find out come later in the 
year that there is more revenue avail-
able, then we should allow some of the 
families to keep some of what they 
earn. I happen to believe that if we do 
start talking about tax relief as this 
process goes forward, I believe that the 
first and foremost tax we ought to 
solve is this marriage penalty tax. 

Every year about 21 million Amer-
ican families pay a penalty for being 

married. They pay extra taxes to the 
tune of an average of about $1,200 per 
family just because they are married. 
That is my own personal opinion. That 
has nothing to do with the rich versus 
the poor. That has nothing to do, in my 
opinion, with right versus wrong. 

But the gentleman asked about So-
cial Security and Medicare. I might 
just point out we were talking earlier, 
and the gentleman from South Caro-
lina I think will appreciate this par-
ticular chart and this quote. One of the 
things we believe long-term, I believe, 
is allowing individuals to take at least 
a portion of their FICA taxes and be 
able to invest for themselves in person-
alized retirement accounts and take 
advantage of what Einstein described 
as the most powerful force on earth, 
the magic of compound interest. 

But I want to make it clear, the 
President has a slightly different 
scheme. What he wants to do is take 
taxpayer money and invest it directly 
in the stock market. 

One of the people who has probably 
had more influence on fiscal policy, at 
least as it relates to the Federal Re-
serve and interest rates and all the 
things that have helped keep this econ-
omy strong, is a gentleman by the 
name of Alan Greenspan. I want to just 
read this quote and what he said about 
the President’s scheme of investing 
taxpayer money without the permis-
sion of retirees directly in the stock 
market. 

He said, and I quote, ‘‘Investing a 
portion of the Social Security Trust 
Fund assets in equities, as the adminis-
tration and others have proposed, 
would arguably put at risk the effi-
ciency of our capital markets and thus 
our economy. Even with Herculean ef-
forts, I doubt if it would be feasible to 
insulate the trust funds from the polit-
ical pressures.’’ That is what Alan 
Greenspan said. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, every-
body up here knows that that would 
happen, that political pressure would 
decide what and how that money was 
invested. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to make it clear, we look at 
this as a possibility in the future of al-
lowing people to invest for themselves, 
where on the other side the administra-
tion is saying, ‘‘Well, we will invest it 
for you.’’ With that we see all the po-
litical pressures and really the tremen-
dous number of potential conflicts of 
interest. 

I mean what would the government 
do if they were one of the largest inves-
tors in Microsoft, for example? Could 
they pursue the antitrust suit that 
they are doing right now, or any anti-
trust suit? 

In fact, it is estimated that if we 
went ahead with the scheme that the 
President was talking about, that 
within 10 years the Federal Govern-
ment could own as much as 25 percent 
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of all the stocks on the New York 
Stock Exchange, and we become more 
than the 800-pound gorilla. It is more 
like the 5,000-pound gorilla on Wall 
Street. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COBURN) will yield, I would just pick up 
where the gentleman from Minnesota 
leaves off now. 

I think Alan Greenspan very cor-
rectly pointed out the dangers in col-
lective investment. It sounds good, it 
sounds alluring, and that is, let us send 
all the money to Washington, let the 
experts take care of it. 

But there are real dangers that come 
with that idea. This other idea, again 
we are talking about a gradual shift in 
that direction. It would take time. It is 
going to take a lot of debate in this 
place. But the idea of allowing people 
to invest a portion of their payroll tax 
in their own personal account does 
take advantage of this powerful com-
pound interest and takes advantage of 
it in, I think, a special way that was 
highlighted in the Washington Post 
today. 

In the Metro section of today’s Wash-
ington Post, there is an article enti-
tled, the ‘‘Munificence of an Unusual 
Millionaire’’. If I may, I would like to 
read just the first couple of paragraphs 
of this article.

Karl H. Hagen lived modestly and alone for 
much of his life, in his family’s decaying 
farmhouse in Suitland. For 36 years, he 
worked for the Potomac Electric Power Co., 
painting signs and fences and doing other 
maintenance jobs. 

He did indulge in a few passions, however, 
including travel, watercolor painting, read-
ing, ballroom dancing, and investing in 
stocks and bonds. 

The latter paid off in a big way. 
Hagen, whose clothes came from thrift 

shops and who looked to acquaintances as 
though he might be homeless, managed to 
amass a fortune of about $3 million. When he 
died of a stroke last Thursday at the age of 
89, he left his estate to three institutions 
that had earned his admiration: . . . Johns 
Hopkins University, the National Air and 
Space Museum and National Geographic So-
ciety.

I think that that says a lot about 
this simple thing of compound interest 
so well highlighted in today’s Wash-
ington Post on the front page of the 
Metro section. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, what we 
are going to hear tomorrow, too, I 
think that is important in terms of 
Medicare, is that they want to take 15 
percent of Social Security money and 
shift it over to Medicare. That may or 
may not be a good idea, but if we are 
going to preserve Social Security, the 
one way to do it is not to spend Social 
Security money on Medicare, because 
all we are going to do is undermine So-
cial Security even further. 

President Clinton’s own chairman, 
Senator BREAUX, had this quote from 
the Wall Street Journal on March 12. 
‘‘I think what we have on the table is 

a classic Clinton New Democrat re-
form, but there are entrenched people 
within the White House who do not 
want any change.’’ 

The fact is, if we are going to save 
Medicare, it is going to have to have 
some change. Politicians generally 
worry about changing something as 
important as Medicare. It takes real 
courage to solve the Medicare problem. 
But we have to change it if we are 
going to solve it. We can not solve it, 
and we can do the same thing to our 
children on Medicare as we have done 
on Social Security, and that is steal 
the money from somewhere else and 
then raise their taxes in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I just yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) on that point. I think he has a 
chart that talks about the amount of 
money that can be saved if we fiscally 
restrain spending. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just point out a couple of charts, 
because there is going to be, I suspect, 
a rather heated debate tomorrow and 
for the next several weeks about who is 
doing a better job of saving Medicare 
and Social Security. 

I think the numbers do speak for 
themselves. This is a chart, and again, 
these are not our numbers. These num-
bers actually are generated by the Con-
gressional Budget Office. But it shows 
that over the next 10 years we are 
going to save $1.8 trillion for Medicare. 
The Clinton plan, which is rather com-
plicated and difficult to explain, will 
save about $1.65 trillion over that pe-
riod. There is a big difference. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, the dif-
ference is $150 billion. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Exactly. Mr. 
Speaker, that is a lot of money even 
around here. 

Mr. COBURN. Right. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, let 

me point out, though, what some of the 
Congressional Budget Office people and 
what the Office of Management and 
Budget also said. They did not actually 
use the term ‘‘irresponsible’’. I want to 
show this article which appeared in the 
Washington Post last week, and they 
were both very, very critical of the 
Clinton plan. Basically, they described 
it as sort of a smoke and mirrors type 
plan. 

Frankly, even the chairman and 
many of the Democrats who either 
served on or were very involved in the 
Medicare Commission essentially came 
to the same conclusion, that what the 
President was really proposing was 
nothing. He was proposing taking more 
general fund revenues to try and sup-
plement Medicare, when really what we 
need with Medicare is not necessarily 
just more money. We need real re-
forms. We need to get under the hood, 
as Ross Perot used to say, and really 
fix this thing. 

By doing what the President was 
doing, it was called irresponsible be-

cause it really, in some respects, only 
makes the problem worse over the 
long-term. 

So I think we are going to have a 
good and healthy and heated debate 
about Medicare, but it is important to 
see what some experts have said. It is 
not just us. As I say, it is the Congres-
sional Budget Office. It is OMB. It is 
columnist David Broder. 

He wrote a column last week. It ap-
peared in Sunday’s Washington Post. 
The headline was ‘‘Medicare: Another 
Clinton failure?’’ 

As we look through his plan, and it is 
described in detail here, and if people 
would like a copy, we can certainly 
make certain they can get a copy of it, 
but there have been many people who 
have studied the Clinton plan and they 
say this is a joke, and unfortunately it 
is kind of a sad joke for American sen-
iors. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the things I do with my seniors who are 
on Medicare, I have actually asked 
them this at home when the President 
started talking about a drug benefit, 
we are talking about here we go again, 
politicians adding a benefit to a pro-
gram that we cannot afford now. When 
we ask the seniors, ‘‘Do you want to in-
crease the benefits associated with 
Medicare, and the way we are going to 
pay it is we are taking it away from 
your grandchildren,’’ they uniformly 
say no. 

But they also will say, ‘‘If you will 
spend wiser in Washington, maybe you 
can do more for me, because I am 
struggling.’’ But they do not want 
their children and their grandchildren 
to have to pay for it. 

So I want to thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) and 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SANFORD) for being here tonight. 
My purpose is not partisanship. My 
purpose is to make sure the American 
public knows that there are some of us 
here that are going to honestly talk 
about what the numbers are, honestly 
talk about being critical of both Re-
publicans and Democrats in the past in 
terms of the mistakes that have been 
made that have been politically expe-
dient. 

I want to close this tonight with a 
statement that Martin Luther King 
said in his last speech in the Wash-
ington Cathedral not long before he 
was assassinated. What he said was is 
that ‘‘Vanity asked the question, is it 
popular? And cowardice asked the 
question, is it expedient? But con-
science asked the question, is it 
right?’’ 

The gentleman related to something, 
right versus wrong. For too long Wash-
ington has been asking the wrong ques-
tion. What they have been saying is, is 
it popular, and is it expedient for my 
political career, versus is it right for 
our country, right for the future gen-
eration and the following? 
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I hope the Congress will have the 

courage to do what is right rather than 
what is expedient and what is popular. 
That is what we are sent up here to do. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF WOMEN OF COLOR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) for organizing the spe-
cial order that was supposed to be on 
women’s history, although it had been 
altered. 

I would just like to offer my remarks 
for this evening. Let me also add that 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LEE) has certainly put her stamp on 
history through her outstanding work 
here in the House of Representatives 
and being the first African American 
woman to be elected to her district. 

It is fitting indeed that we honor the 
achievements of women of color, who 
for too long were neglected in our Na-
tion’s history. In recent years, it has 
been exciting to watch school children 
learn about African American women 
of strength, courage, and dignity who 
shaped the course of history. 

We can point with pride to women 
like Harriet Tubman who secretly 
guided over 300 slaves to freedom on 
the ‘‘Underground Railroad.’’ She spent 
time working in my home State of New 
Jersey at Cape May between 1849 and 
1852. 

We honor the legacy of Sojourner 
Truth, who was freed from slavery by 
the New York State Emancipation Act 
of 1827, became famous in her lifetime 
as a preacher and abolitionist and lec-
turer. When war broke out, she raised 
money to buy gifts for the soldiers and 
went into Army camps and distributed 
them by herself. 

We recall the contributions of Mary 
McLeod Bethune, who built Bethune-
Cookman College in Florida and found-
ed the National Council of Negro 
Women. She was the first black woman 
to receive a major appointment in the 
Federal Government.
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She served as an adviser to President 
Franklin Roosevelt and to President 
Truman. 

There have been so many remarkable 
women of color that it is impossible to 
pay tribute to all of them tonight. We 
have all had the opportunity to meet 
women who were personal heroines in 
our own lives, and I would like to pay 
tribute to three women who have had 
the greatest impact on my early life, 
African American women who have 
made a direct contribution to my 
growth and development. And these 
three women, other than my late 
mother and grandmother, have had a 

tremendous impact on my develop-
ment. 

The first one I would like to mention 
is Mrs. Madeline Williams, who was an 
adviser of the NAACP Youth Councils 
and College Chapter of the Oranges and 
Maplewood in New Jersey. When I was 
invited to join the NAACP as a college 
student she provided the opportunity 
for young people to become involved in 
civic activities and public service. She 
helped me develop an interest in civil 
rights at a time in history when we 
were all moved to become involved. I 
remain grateful to her for giving me 
the opportunity to become involved in 
civil rights and government affairs. 

Another great woman who exerted an 
enormous positive influence on my life 
was Mrs. Mary Burch, founder of a 
group called The Leaguers, which 
helped young people from the inner 
city to become more involved in their 
activities in their cities. 

Belonging to the Leaguers opened up 
a whole new world for young people 
like myself, a world from which we 
otherwise would have been excluded. 
Never before had we been able to have 
the opportunity to wear formal attire 
when I was a young boy; to learn the 
waltz and to attend cotillion dances in 
a ballroom. It was an uplifting experi-
ence which taught us about social 
graces and made us feel special. 

The Leaguers sponsored many inno-
vative programs. I recall as a teenager 
my excitement over my first real trip 
as a high school student away from 
home, to visit Philadelphia, through a 
Leaguer exchange program. Later, the 
student I visited, Joe Wade, stayed at 
my home in Newark. Forging friend-
ships and relationships with young peo-
ple from different cities was exciting, 
it was novel, and it was a great experi-
ence. This year we are celebrating the 
50th anniversary of the founding of the 
Leaguers. 

Finally, let me just mention another 
exceptional woman from New Jersey 
whom I was pleased to join at a cele-
bration recently at her hundredth 
birthday at the YWCA in Montclair 
last week, and that is Mrs. Hortense 
Tate. Her career spanned seven decades 
of service through education as a 
teacher and guidance counselor, the en-
richment and development of young 
women through the Montclair YWCA 
and the AKA sorority, and over 70 
years of service to her church. 

When I was a young teacher at Rob-
ert Treat School in 1957, Mrs. Tate 
guided me and inspired me. She comes 
from an outstanding family; her father 
worked his way up from a blue collar 
job to become a principal of an African 
American school in Topeka, Kansas. As 
we all know, the 1954 Supreme Court 
case was based on the Topeka Board of 
Education that said separate but equal 
is unconstitutional. He was acquainted 
with Booker T. Washington and George 
Washington Carver. 

Mrs. Tate entertained Mary McLeod 
Bethune and Dorothy Height. Her son, 
Herb Tate, was a distinguished foreign 
diplomat, and her grandson, Herbert H. 
Tate, Junior, is President of the State 
of New Jersey Board of Public Utili-
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues 
join me in honoring these women of 
achievement who have, as the theme of 
this Women’s History Month goes, ‘‘put 
their stamp on America.’’ I am so 
pleased to have the chance to express 
my personal gratitude and admiration 
for women who have meant so much to 
me throughout my life. I would not be 
here if it were not for the faith, con-
fidence and direction that these per-
sons have had on my life.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. SLAUGHTER (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for Wednesday, March 24th, 
on account of illness.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OLVER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JEFFERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes 

each day, today and on March 25. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. ENGLISH, for 5 minutes, on March 

25. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, on 

March 25. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes, on 

March 25.
f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. 437. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse under construction at 333 
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Las Vegas Boulevard South in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, as the ‘‘Lloyd D. George United 
States Courthouse’’ to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

S. 460. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 401 South 
Michigan Street in South Bend, Indiana, as 
the ‘‘Robert K. Rodibaugh United States 
Bankruptcy Courthouse’’; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 10 o’clock and 35 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, March 25, 1999, at 10 
a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1246. A letter from the Administrator, 
Farm Service Agency, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Recourse Loan Regulations for Mohair 
(RIN: 0560–AF63) received March 16, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

1247. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Postsecondary Education, Department of 
Education, transmitting Final regulations—
Graduate Assistance in the Areas of National 
Need, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

1248. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting Final Regulations—As-
sistance to States for the Education of chil-
dren with Disabilities and the Early Inter-
vention Program for Infants and Toddlers 
with Disabilities, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(f); to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

1249. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Demonstration Projects to Ensure Stu-
dents with Disabilities Receive a Quality 
Higher Education. Notice of final priorities 
and invitation for applications for new 
awards for fiscal year (FY) 1999—received 
March 16, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

1250. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the 1998 
annual report on the Loan Repayment Pro-
gram for Research Generally, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 2541—1(i); to the Committee on Com-
merce. 

1251. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Criteria and Procedures 
for DOE Contractor Employee Protection 
Program; Department of Energy Acquisition 
Regulations (RIN: 1901–AA78) received March 
23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

1252. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Acquisition Regulation; 
Department of Energy Management and Op-
erating Contracts and Other Designated Con-
tracts; Final Rule—received March 16, 1999, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

1253. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Augusta, 
Wisconsin) [MM Docket No. 98–234, RM–9324] 
received March 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

1254. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Knox City, 
Texas) [MM Docket No. 98–236, RM–9344] re-
ceived March 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

1255. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—
Amdendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of 
Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Healdton, Oklahoma and Krum, Texas) [MM 
Docket No. 98–50; RM–9247] Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Pauls Valley and 
Healdton, Oklahoma) [MM Docket No. 98–75; 
RM–9264] received March 23, 1999, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

1256. A letter from the AMD—Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Manhattan, 
Montana) [MM Docket No. 98–233 RM–9316] 
received March 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

1257. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Food 
and Drug Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s final rule—List of Drug 
Products That Have Been Withdrawn or Re-
moved From the Market for Reasons of Safe-
ty or Effectiveness [Docket No. 98N–0655] re-
ceived March 16, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

1258. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, U.S. Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Standard Review Plan 
on Foreign Ownership, Control, or Domina-
tion—received March 16, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

1259. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting reports in accordance with Section 
36(a) of the Arms Export Control Act, pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(a); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

1260. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

1261. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

1262. A letter from the Director, Selective 
Service, transmitting Activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

1263. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Oceans and Atmosphere, Department of 

Commerce, transmitting a report on the ac-
tivities of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries 
Organization for 1998; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

1264. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No. 
961204340–7087–02; I.D. 031299A] received 
March 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

1265. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation 
(Sikorsky) Model S–76C Helicopters [Docket 
No. 99–SW–22–AD; Amendment 39–11083; AD 
99–07–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received March 22, 
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

1266. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; CFM International CFM56–5 Se-
ries Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 98–ANE–
56–AD; Amendment 39–11079; AD 99–06–16] 
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received March 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

1267. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; British Aerospace HP137 MK1, 
Jetstream Series 200, and Jetstream Models 
3101 and 3201 Airplanes [Docket No. 98–CE–92–
AD; Amendment 39–11075; AD 99–06–11] (RIN: 
2120–AA64) received March 22, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1268. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Agusta S.p.A. (Agusta) Model 
A109E Helicopters [Docket No. 99–SW–10–AD; 
Amendment 39–11080; AD 99–03–10] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received March 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1269. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747–400, -400D, and 
-400F Series Airplanes [Docket No. 96–NM–
171–AD; Amendment 39–11082; AD 99–06–18] 
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received March 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

1270. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Change of 
Using Agency for Prohibited Area P–56, Dis-
trict of Columbia [Airspace Docket No. 98–
AWA–4] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received March 22, 
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

1271. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Establishment 
of Class D Airspace and Modification of Class 
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E Airspace; Bozeman, MT [Airspace Docket 
No. 98–ANM–19] received March 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

1272. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Modification to 
the Gulf of Mexico High Offshore Airspace 
Area [Airspace Docket No. 97–ASW–24] (RIN: 
2120–AA66) received March 22, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1273. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; Dornier Model 328–100 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 98–NM–198–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11078; AD 99–06–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) 
received March 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

1274. A letter from the Program Support 
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness 
Directives; British Aerospace HP137 Mk1, 
Jetstream Series 200, and Jetstream Models 
3101 and 3201 Airplanes [Docket No. 98–CE–
102–AD; Amendment 39–11076; AD 99–06–12] 
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received March 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

1275. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Revocation of Class E Air-
space, Revision of Class D Airspace; Tor-
rance, CA [Airspace Docket No. 98–AWP–34] 
received March 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

1276. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Amendment to Class E 
Airspace; Alliance, NE [Airspace Docket No. 
98–ACE–54] received March 22, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1277. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Amendment to Class E 
Airspace; Alliance, NE [Airspace Docket No. 
98–ACE–54] received March 22, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1278. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments [Docket No. 29487; Amdt. No. 1919] re-
ceived March 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

1279. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments [Docket No. 29488; Amdt. No. 1920] re-
ceived March 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

1280. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Taxation of fringe 
benefits [Rev. Rul. 99–12] received March 23, 
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1281. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Determination of 
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In-
struments Issued for Property [Revenue Rul-
ing 99–17] received March 16, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 131. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 68) establishing the congressional 
budget for the United States government for 
fiscal year 2000 and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of the fiscal years 
2001 through 2009 (Rept. 106–77). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. SAXTON: 
H.R. 1243. A bill to reauthorize the Na-

tional Marine Sanctuaries Act; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. CRANE (for himself, Mr. 
DOOLEY of California, Mr. MANZULLO, 
Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. SALMON, Mr. CLEMENT, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
SHAW, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. MCCRERY, Ms. 
DUNN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. BLILEY, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. OXLEY, 
Mr. MINGE, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. POMEROY, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
MCINTOSH, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. JOHN, 
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. 
REYNOLDS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. 
KUYKENDALL, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
BAIRD, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. BIGGERT, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas): 

H.R. 1244. A bill to provide a framework for 
consideration by the legislative and execu-
tive branches of unilateral economic sanc-
tions; to the Committee on International Re-
lations, and in addition to the Committees 
on Ways and Means, and Banking and Finan-
cial Services, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. RUSH: 
H.R. 1245. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to regulate the transfer of fire-
arms over the Internet, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for 
herself, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ALLEN, Ms. BERKLEY, 

Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BROWN 
of California, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KENNEDY 
of Rhode Island, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. MEEK 
of Florida, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. SHOWS, Ms. STABENOW, 
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WYNN, and 
Mr. GALLEGLY): 

H.R. 1246. A bill to create a National Mu-
seum of Women’s History Advisory Com-
mittee; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr. 
EVANS): 

H.R. 1247. A bill to expand the fund raising 
authorities of the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission to expedite the establish-
ment of the World War II memorial in the 
District of Columbia and to ensure adequate 
funds for the repair and long-term mainte-
nance of the memorial, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs. KELLY, 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms. CAR-
SON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. SHOWS, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mrs. WILSON, Ms. MCKINNEY, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
ETHERIDGE, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. DANNER, 
Mr. LEACH, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. CUBIN, 
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. GILMAN, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. WAXMAN, and 
Ms. GRANGER): 

H.R. 1248. A bill to prevent violence 
against women; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committees 
on Education and the Workforce, and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BARR of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mr. LINDER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. COLLINS, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, and Mr. ISAKSON): 

H.R. 1249. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem-
etery for veterans in the Atlanta, Georgia, 
metropolitan area; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
BALDACCI, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. ENGLISH, Ms. 
LEE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 
DAVIS of Florida, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
HOLDEN, and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii): 

H.R. 1250. A bill to amend the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 to clarify and improve the 
requirements for the development of an 
automated entry-exit control system, to en-
hance land border control and enforcement, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
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subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. COOK: 
H.R. 1251. A bill to designate the United 

States Postal Service building located at 
8850 South 700 East, Sandy, Utah, as the 
‘‘Noal Cushing Bateman Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, and Mr. PETERSON of 
Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 1252. A bill to amend the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century to re-
peal the Interstate System Reconstruction 
and Rehabilitation Pilot Program; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut): 

H.R. 1253. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to restrict the use of tax-
exempt financing by governmentally owned 
electric utilities and to subject certain ac-
tivities of such utilities to income tax; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, and Mr. MCINNIS): 

H.R. 1254. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals a re-
fund of up to 5 percent of the income tax oth-
erwise payable for taxable year 1999; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. JENKINS): 

H.R. 1255. A bill to amend the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act of 1965 to add 
Hickman, Lawrence, Lewis, Perry, and 
Wayne Counties, Tennessee, to the Appa-
lachian region; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. FOSSELLA (for himself and 
Mr. MENENDEZ): 

H.R. 1256. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to provide for an an-
nual limit on the amount of certain fees 
which may be collected by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. FROST: 
H.R. 1257. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, relating to continuation of op-
erating assistance for small transit opera-
tors in large urbanized areas; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. HILL of Mon-
tana, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. RADANO-
VICH, Mr. SALMON, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SHADEGG, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. POMBO, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. MCINNIS, and Mr. ROHRABACHER): 

H.R. 1258. A bill to accelerate the Wilder-
ness designation process by establishing a 
timetable for the completion of wilderness 
studies on Federal Lands; to the Committee 
on Resources. 

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. CRANE, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. NUSSLE, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. DUNN, 
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WAT-
KINS, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. WELLER, 
Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Kentucky, and Mr. BILBRAY): 

H.R. 1259. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to protect Social 

Security surpluses through strengthened 
budgetary enforcement mechanisms; to the 
Committee on the Budget, and in addition to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, and 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BORSKI (for himself and Mr. 
OBERSTAR): 

H.R. 1260. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the harbor main-
tenance tax and to amend the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 to authorize 
appropriations for activities formerly funded 
with revenues from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HOBSON (for himself, Mr. KA-
SICH, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, 
and Mr. SAWYER): 

H.R. 1261. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and title XIX of the Social 
Security Act to promote the purchase of pri-
vate long-term care insurance by providing 
tax deductibility, State Medicaid flexibility, 
and information dissemination; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA: 
H.R. 1262. A bill to provide that existing fa-

cilities located on the Pentwater River in 
Michigan, are not required to be licensed by 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
under part 1 of the Federal Power Act; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BRADY of 
Texas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
BARR of Georgia, Mrs. CHENOWETH, 
Mr. SCHAFFER, and Mr. SANFORD): 

H.R. 1263. A bill to require the Federal 
Government to disclose to Federal employ-
ees on each paycheck the Government’s 
share of taxes for old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance and for hospital insurance 
of the employee, and the Government’s total 
payroll allocation for the employee; to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BRADY of 
Texas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. BARR of 
Georgia, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. SCHAF-
FER, and Mr. SANFORD): 

H.R. 1264. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to require that each em-
ployer show on the W–2 form of each em-
ployee the employer’s share of taxes for old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance and 
for hospital insurance for the employee as 
well as the total amount of such taxes for 
such employee; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. 
LEE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. CARSON, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, 

Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FORD, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. WYNN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
ETHERIDGE, Mr. LARSON, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. FROST, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. WEINER, Mr. TURNER, 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. 
SANDLIN, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. BISHOP, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
FATTAH, and Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD): 

H.R. 1265. A bill to develop a demonstra-
tion project through the National Science 
Foundation to encourage interest in the 
fields of mathematics, science, and informa-
tion technology; to the Committee on 
Science, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LEACH: 
H.R. 1266. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for the payment of United States ar-
rearages to the United Nations; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Ms. LOFGREN: 
H.R. 1267. A bill to provide grants to local 

educational agencies that agree to begin 
school for secondary students after 9:00 in 
the morning; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. GARY MILLER of California: 
H.R. 1268. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to ensure the integrity of 
the Social Security trust funds by requiring 
the Managing Trustee to invest such trust 
funds in marketable obligations of the 
United States; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
(for himself and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 1269. A bill to amend the Federal Oil 
and Gas Royalty Management Act of 1982 to 
strengthen sanctions for violations of that 
Act relating to oil or gas royalties; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. MINGE: 
H.R. 1270. A bill to authorize States and po-

litical subdivisions of States to control the 
management of municipal solid waste gen-
erated within their jurisdictions, and to ex-
empt States and political subdivisions of 
States from civil liability with respect to 
the good faith passage, implementation, and 
enforcement of flow control ordinances; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 1271. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit discrimina-
tion in the payment of wages on account of 
sex, race, or national origin, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. NUSSLE: 
H.R. 1272. A bill to amend the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act to allow 
State educational agencies and local edu-
cational agencies to establish and implement 
uniform policies with respect to discipline 
and order applicable to all children within 
their jurisdiction to ensure safety and an ap-
propriate educational atmosphere in their 
schools; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself and Mr. 
HALL of Texas): 
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H.R. 1273. A bill to require the Federal 

Communications Commission to repeal un-
constitutional reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Ms. PELOSI (for herself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MATSUI, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 1274. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit for med-
ical research related to developing vaccines 
against widespread diseases; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota: 
H.R. 1275. A bill to amend the Animal Wel-

fare Act to prohibit the interstate movement 
of live birds for the purpose of having the 
birds participate in animal fighting; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself, 
Mr. LUTHER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Ms. LEE, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. HINCHEY, and 
Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 1276. A bill to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to protect consumers from cer-
tain unreasonable practices of creditors 
which result in higher fees or rates of inter-
est for credit cardholders, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
H.R. 1277. A bill to amend the National 

Labor Relations Act, to establish the Na-
tional Public Employment Relations Com-
mission, and to amend title I of the Employ-
ment Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to provide for joint trusteeship of single-
employer pension plans; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 
H.R. 1278. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the limitation on 
the estate tax deduction for family-owned 
business interests; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 1279. A bill to designate the Federal 

building and United States post office lo-
cated at 223 Sharkey Street in Clarksdale, 
Mississippi, as the ‘‘Aaron E. Henry Federal 
Building and United States Post Office’’; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. TOWNS: 
H.R. 1280. A bill to require the Consumer 

Product Safety Commission to ban toys 
which in size, shape, or overall appearance 
resemble real handguns; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York: 
H.J. Res. 41. A joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself and Mr. 
METCALF): 

H.J. Res. 42. A joint resolution to amend 
the War Powers Resolution; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Rules, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 

such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MICA (for himself, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
BACHUS, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana): 

H.J. Res. 43. A joint resolution dis-
approving the certification of the President 
under section 490(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 regarding foreign assistance 
for Mexico during fiscal year 1999; to the 
Committee on International Relations, and 
in addition to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BONILLA (for himself and Mr. 
NETHERCUTT): 

H. Con. Res. 69. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Gov-
ernment of Costa Rica should take steps to 
protect the lives of property owners in Costa 
Rica, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Mr. BONILLA (for himself, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. REYES, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ): 

H. Con. Res. 70. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that there 
should be parity among the countries that 
are parties to the North American Free 
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) with respect to 
the personal allowance for duty-free mer-
chandise purchased abroad by returning resi-
dents, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CALLAHAN: 
H. Con. Res. 71. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that State and 
local governments and local educational 
agencies are encouraged to dedicate a day of 
learning to the study and understanding of 
the Declaration of Independence, the United 
States Constitution, and the Federalist Pa-
pers; to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: 
H. Con. Res. 72. A concurrent resolution 

providing support to the United States 
Armed Forces in their efforts to halt the 
brutal ethnic cleansing of Kosovar Alba-
nians; to the Committee on International 
Relations, and in addition to the Committee 
on Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. LOFGREN: 
H. Con. Res. 73. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that sec-
ondary schools should consider starting 
school after 9:00 in the morning; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. TIERNEY, 
and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H. Con. Res. 74. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
maintenance of the nuclear weapons stock-
pile; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. GILMAN, Ms. LEE, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. NORTON, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 

Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. WYNN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. KING, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. FROST, and Mr. CANADY 
of Florida): 

H. Con. Res. 75. A concurrent resolution 
condemning the National Islamic Front 
(NIF) government for its genocidal war in 
southern Sudan, support for terrorism, and 
continued human rights violations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

By Mr. SALMON: 
H. Con. Res. 76. A concurrent resolution 

recognizing the social problem of child abuse 
and neglect, and supporting efforts to en-
hance public awareness of it; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SHOWS (for himself, Mr. 
LAMPSON, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. SISISKY, 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. MOORE, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Mr. GOODE, Mr. SANDLIN, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Ms. DANNER, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mr. OLVER, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. FROST, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
DOYLE, Mr. FILNER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. BUYER, 
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. QUINN, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. 
HILL of Indiana, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. 
KILPATRICK, and Ms. MCKINNEY): 

H. Con. Res. 77. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a 
commemorative postage stamp should be 
issued by the United States Postal Service 
honoring the members of the Armed Forces 
who have been awarded the Purple Heart; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. COX (for himself and Mr. 
DICKS): 

H. Res. 129. A resolution extending the Se-
lect Committee on U.S. National Security 
and Military/Commercial Concerns With the 
People’s Republic of China; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H. Res. 130. A resolution expressing the 

support of the House of Representatives for 
the members of the United States Armed 
Forces who are engaged in military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. GEJDENSON: 
H. Res. 132. A resolution expressing the 

support of the House of Representatives for 
the members of the United States Armed 
Forces who are engaged in military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia; to the Committee on International 
Relations, and in addition to the Committee 
on Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00101 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H24MR9.003 H24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE5492 March 24, 1999
H.R. 51: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 52: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 

MASCARA, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. MUR-
THA, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. CRANE, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. KING, Mr. 
HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SERRANO, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DAVIS 
of Illinois, Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. 
SANCHEZ, Mr. BASS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. GOODLING, and Mr. FARR of 
California. 

H.R. 66: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 82: Mr. FORBES and Mr. CANADY of 

Florida. 
H.R. 86: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. 

BARRETT of Nebraska, and Mr. BALLENGER. 
H.R. 110: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 

ENGLE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. BOYD, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island.

H.R. 133: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 
GARY MILLER of California, and Mr. GREEN of 
Wisconsin. 

H.R. 150: Mr. GARY MILLER of California. 
H.R. 170: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 

ENGEL, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. 
DIXON. 

H.R. 218: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
WATKINS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. 
SPENCE. 

H.R. 325: Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. MALONEY of New 
York, Ms. MCKINNEY, and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi. 

H.R. 347: Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 355: Mr. GOODLING, Mr. FORBES, Ms. 

KILPATRICK, Mr. MEEKS of New York, and Ms. 
MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 371: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr. 
OBEY. 

H.R. 407: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HILLEARY, and 
Mr. STUMP. 

H.R. 423: Mr. HILL of Montana. 
H.R. 443: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. 

CAPUANO, Mr. EVANS, and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 461: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 488: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 491: Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.R. 500: Mr. BONILLA. 
H.R. 501: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. 

PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 523: Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 528: Mr. SCHAFFER. 
H.R. 534: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 573: Mr. LARSON, Mr. DICKS, Mr. FARR 

of California, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. LUCAS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. WU, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BURR 
of North Carolina, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. KLINK, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
BAIRD, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 

MOLLOHAN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
DOGGETT, MR. GILCHREST, Mr. HANSEN, and 
Mr. CANADY of Florida. 

H.R. 574: Mr. METCALF 
H.R. 580: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 584: Mr. GUTKNECHT. 
H.R. 590: Mr. SCHAFFER. 
H.R. 610: Mrs. TAUSCHER. 
H.R. 612: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. FARR of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 614: Mr. GANSKE. 
H.R. 625: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 670: Mr. HULSHOF and Mr. BASS. 
H.R. 691: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 692: Mr. TALENT. 
H.R. 693: Mr. HULSHOF. 
H.R. 697: Mr. LINDER, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. RYUN 

of Kansas, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, and 
Mr. GARY MILLER of California. 

H.R. 719: Mr. GILCHREST. 
H.R. 732: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. 

HOEFFEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, 
and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 741: Mr. GARY MILLER of California. 
H.R. 746: Mr. KLECZKA.
H.R. 750: Mrs. TAUSCHER.
H.R. 765: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 

PICKERING, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 766: Mr. NUSSLE. 
H.R. 772: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. DIXON, 

and Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
H.R. 789: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 797: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 798: Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. CARSON, Mr. 

CAPUANO, and Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 815: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 832: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 833: Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. 

NEY, and Mr. SANDLIN. 
H.R. 846: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 847: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs. THUR-

MAN, Mr. FROST, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi. 

H.R. 851: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. MOORE, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. NEY, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. MINGE, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 860: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 870: Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 894: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 922: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 

FORBES, and Mr. NUSSLE. 
H.R. 925: Mrs. EMERSON. 
H.R. 937: Mr. GARY MILLER of California. 
H.R. 958: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. HOEFFEL. 
H.R. 961: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 964: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H.R. 976: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

CLAY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mr. COOK, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio, Mr. REYES, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. PITTS, and Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 987: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. 
CHENOWETH, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. GARY MIL-

LER of California, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. 
ARCHER, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
MCINNIS, and Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1008: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mr. NETHERCUTT, and Ms. MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 1036: Mrs. BONO. 
H.R. 1042: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. NUSSLE, and 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. 
H.R. 1044: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 1048: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 1053: Mr. TIERNEY and Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 1063: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BONIOR, 

Ms. NORTON, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. KILPATRICK, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 1071: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. 
PALLONE.

H.R. 1080: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 1082: Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 1116: Mr. FROST and Mr. BRADY of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1139: Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 

HOEFFEL, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. MCCARTHY of 
Missouri, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 1145: Mrs. FOWLER. 
H.R. 1146: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 1160: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. 

MCKINNEY, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mr. FARR of California. 

H.R. 1195: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey. 

H.R. 1214: Mr. FROST and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
H.R. 1217: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and 

Mr. CROWLEY.
H.J. Res. 34: Mr. KLINK.
H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. LANTOS. 
H. Con. Res. 14: Mr. SISISKY, Mrs. THUR-

MAN, and Mr. GOODLING.
H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. HILLEARY.
H. Res. 15: Mr. CONYERS.
H. Res. 41: Mr. KLINK, Ms. MCKINNEY, and 

Mr. MCNULTY.
H. Res. 82: Mr. SANDERS. 
H. Res. 97: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BRADY of 

Pennsylvania, and Mr. KUCINICH. 
H. Res. 106: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 

Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-
egon, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. KILDEE, Ms. DANNER, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, and Mr. PICKERING. 

H. Res. 128: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1150: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia. 

H.J. Res. 37: Mr. PORTER. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, March 24, 1999 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by a guest 
Chaplain, Father Robert J. Sweeney, 
National Chaplain of the American Le-
gion, Greenwood Lake, NY. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain, Father Robert J. 
Sweeney, National Chaplain of the 
American Legion, Greenwood Lake, 
NY, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
God of our fathers; throughout the 

history of this great and glorious Na-
tion, our leaders have turned to You 
for guidance. On bended knee, from 
Bunker Hill to Gettysburg, our leaders 
have called upon Your consoling pres-
ence. Help us to realize that our Nation 
has been consecrated to Your service. 
Aware of the obligation that goes hand 
in hand with this responsibility, may 
we help all those in need. 

We acknowledge that we are ‘‘one 
Nation under God.’’ We seek Your 
righteousness. Stretch forth Your heal-
ing wings that we might follow Your 
example of healing and stretch forth 
our hands in a generous spirit, as we 
have heard: ‘‘It is more blessed to give 
than to receive.’’—Acts 20:35. 

Omnipotent Father, be with the 
women and men of this Senate. Grant 
unto them Your grace; open their 
hearts and minds that they may hear 
the needs of their constituents and re-
spond for the common good of all. 

Send Your Spirit upon us and take 
away our doubts and fears that we 
might join together, without regard to 
political affiliations. Bless our Sen-
ators. May they be prudent and wise 
and ever aware of Your presence. May 
they always advance the cause of peace 
with justice throughout the world. 
Amen.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able senior Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished President. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. DOMENICI. On behalf of the ma-
jority leader, I would like to make the 
following announcement. 

This morning, the Senate will begin 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 20, the 
budget resolution, with up to 35 hours 
for debate. Members should expect the 
next couple of days of session to be 
longer than usual, with rollcall votes 
beginning early each morning and con-
tinuing late into the evening. The co-

operation of all Senators will be nec-
essary in order for the Senate to com-
plete its work prior to the beginning of 
the Easter recess. Senators who plan to 
offer amendments to the budget resolu-
tion should contact the managers of 
the bill in order to facilitate a smooth 
and orderly process during the consid-
eration of the resolution. 

I thank colleagues in advance for 
their cooperation. 

Mr. President, yesterday my good 
friend, the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, asked if he might 
make a statement this morning that he 
considers very important, historically. 
I yield the floor to let him make that 
statement. I yield him as much time as 
he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to my friend from New Mexico.

f 

10TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
‘‘EXXON VALDEZ’’ OIL SPILL 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 
is the 10th anniversary of the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill in Alaska. 

I want to use this opportunity to re-
flect on the impact that disaster had 
on the land and people of my State. 

I still remember traveling to Alaska 
to view the damage caused by the 
Exxon Valdez in Prince William Sound. 

Believe me, Mr. President, it is a 
sight I never want to see again. 

At that time, I referred to the huge 
oil slick battering against the shore-
line as ‘‘the black blanket of the Exxon 
Valdez.’’ 

And while that spill caused serious 
damage to our wildlife, our environ-
ment and our people, that black blan-
ket has had somewhat of a silver lin-
ing. 

I refer to the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990—OPA ’90. 

Congress and the Department of De-
fense are currently looking at imple-
menting a ‘‘national missile defense 
system’’ to protect the United States 
from incoming ballistic missiles. 

I consider OPA ’90 to be the ‘‘Na-
tional Oil Spill Defense System’’ that 
protects the United States from future 
oil spills. 

OPA ’90, as many Senators will re-
call, was signed into law on August 18, 
1990. 

It is important to note that OPA ’90 
has not been significantly revised since 
1990—and at present, there has not been 
any push for comprehensive revisions. 

It is a testament to the act itself 
that it has not needed major revisions. 

Some of the provisions of OPA ’90 
were under consideration prior to 1989, 

but unfortunately, it took the Exxon 
Valdez spill to bring about a com-
prehensive approach to our national 
system of oil spill prevention and re-
sponse. 

Congress enacted OPA ’90 only 17 
months after the spill—a very short pe-
riod of time given the scope of the leg-
islation. 

That landmark piece of legislation 
created a new national framework that 
focuses on both the prevention of spills 
and the response to spills. 

It was written to reduce the chances 
we will ever have another spill of the 
magnitude of the Valdez—anywhere. 

That act, and the actions it man-
dates, has already vastly improved the 
response system for lesser spills. 

On a national level, OPA ’90— 
(1) Required the phase-in of double-

hull oil tankers—which has begun and 
will be completed by the year 2015; 

(2) Required improvements to vessel 
traffic systems and to vessel commu-
nications and warning equipment; 

(3) Brought about stringent back-
ground checks and manning standards 
for tank vessels; 

(4) Required the United States to 
seek better international oil spill pre-
vention and response measures; 

(5) Clearly defined the liability of 
tank vessel owners and operators; 

(6) Required the creation of a na-
tional contingency plan and response 
system, as well as area contingency 
and response plans. 

These prevention measures are vi-
tally important if we are to ensure the 
safe transportation of oil in our waters. 

As a result of OPA ’90 spill response 
equipment must be pre-positioned in 
strategic locations all over the coun-
try. 

By doing this, we greatly increase 
the response time for a future oil spill, 
God forbid it ever happens again. 

The national and area contingency 
plans required by OPA ’90 are the pri-
mary reason the response to oil spills 
has become so quick. 

Unlike when the Valdez disaster oc-
curred, if a spill occurs today, it should 
be literally a matter of minutes before 
a response plan is executed. 

By requiring contingency plans, OPA 
’90 forces planning for potential spills 
in a comprehensive manner. 

A large part of the credit for the im-
plementation of the new plans should 
go to the Coast Guard and I have com-
mended it for the tremendous work it 
has done in the past 10 years in devel-
oping the national and area plans. 

In addition to the national measures 
put in place by OPA ’90, it contained a 
number of measures specific to Alaska 
and Prince William Sound. 
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The act required the installation of a 

marker and light on Bligh Reef.
It required tankers in Prince William 

Sound to be escorted by at least two 
tugs and to have two local pilots on 
their bridge. 

It required the creation of a vessel 
traffic system for Prince William 
Sound—including an alarm system to 
warn if vessels deviate from the des-
ignated navigation routes. 

It prevents the Exxon Valdez tanker 
from ever entering Alaska water 
again—no matter what name it sails 
under or how many structural improve-
ments it undergoes. 

While this provision is largely sym-
bolic, it goes to the heart of how Alas-
kans feel about the disaster and our 
state. 

We take pride in keeping our envi-
ronment and wildlife clean and safe, 
and we expect visitors to our state to 
do the same. 

In addition to the regulatory require-
ments set forth in OPA ’90, the act cre-
ated two regional citizens’ advisory 
councils. 

These councils give Alaskans a voice 
in the development of oil spill preven-
tion and contingency measures. 

Over the past 10 years these councils 
provided dialogue allowing Alaskans 
and the oil industry to work beyond 
differences in a positive manner. 

The main goal of all parties involved 
is the prevention of further disasters. 

That is the only true way to ensure 
that we never have to clean oil off 
Alaska beaches again. 

I have thanked the many Alaskans 
who have served on the regional citi-
zens’ advisory councils for the im-
provements they have helped bring 
into being. 

They could have turned their backs 
on the oil industry, but they deserve a 
great deal of credit for choosing to 
work with the industry rather than 
trying to make a bad situation worse. 

OPA ’90 also required the creation of 
the oil spill recovery institute in Cor-
dova. 

The institute’s mission is to evaluate 
the long term effects of the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill on the environment and 
the people and animals of Prince Wil-
liam Sound—and to refine the world’s 
knowledge about arctic and subarctic 
oil spills. 

Incidently Mr. President, I have been 
to that institute in Cordova, and I 
must say that they are doing great 
things, and I encourage them to keep 
up the good work. 

It took a number of years to secure 
the funding for the institute, but in 
1996 we managed to create a dedicated 
fund. 

For a 10 year period that began in 
1996, the Oil Spill Recovery Institute 
will receive the annual interest from 
$22.5 million that is currently on de-
posit in the Oil Spill Liability Trust 
Fund. 

The Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund 
was a centerpiece of OPA ’90. 

The law made ‘‘responsible parties’’ 
liable for the costs of cleaning up oil 
spills. 

As you know, Mr. President, it is not 
always possible to obtain clean-up 
funds from responsible parties in time 
to adequately respond to spills. 

The Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund 
was created to ensure that funds are 
available to respond to oil spills in the 
United States. 

This is another area where the Coast 
Guard deserves credit for its superb ef-
forts in recovering costs from respon-
sible parties. 

You will be glad to know that many 
of the species negatively affected by 
the oil spill are making a strong come-
back. 

Mother nature is responding. 
I am pleased with the environmental 

efforts and the progress made in put-
ting new prevention measures in place. 

It is my hope that one day my grand-
children will be able to ask me 
‘‘Grandpa, what’s an oil spill?’’

I think OPA ’90, and the efforts of ev-
eryone involved in the oil industry, 
will help to bring about that wish. 

Mr. President, I do not normally 
come before the Senate to talk about a 
terrible day, but I come today to talk 
in the spirit of remembrance. As I said, 
this is the 10th anniversary of the 
Exxon Valdez oilspill in my State. I 
want to use this opportunity to reflect 
on the impact that disaster had upon 
the people of my State and on Prince 
William Sound. 

I remember that was just the begin-
ning of the Easter recess and I had left 
for vacation with my family when I got 
that call that told me of this disaster, 
and I had to fight to get reservations 
to get back, but I did get back to my 
State. I flew to Prince William Sound 
to view the damage that was there. I 
had talked to my good friend, former 
Senator Henry Bellmon, Governor of 
Oklahoma, about that, and asked him 
if he had any advice. He said find some 
way to burn it. 

I went down to the Valdez to see if 
there was something I might do to en-
courage that, following that advice. At 
the time I flew down by helicopter with 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, 
Admiral Yost. We flew over a sickening 
black blanket on the Nation’s largest 
inland sound. Prince William Sound is 
a place where I have spent a lot of 
time, fishing and traveling with 
friends. It is a beautiful place. Yet that 
day, that black blanket oozing out of 
the Exxon Valdez left a memory I shall 
never forget. That spill caused serious 
damage to our wildlife, to our environ-
ment, and to our people. It is hard, 
today, to remember anything except 
that great tragedy. 

The wind kept spreading that oil. As 
a matter of fact, I flew up to Alaska 
with our friend, the oceanographer 

from the University of Alaska, Mr. 
Royer, who told me what was going to 
happen. He predicted correctly that 
that oil would go out of the Prince Wil-
liam Sound and start down the Aleu-
tian chain. If it went through the pass 
in the chain, it was going to cause 
enormous damage to the breeding 
grounds for Alaska’s fisheries. 

It was a sad day, and I come today 
with a feeling of sadness. 

In view of all the publicity that has 
been given to this terrible tragedy, I 
also want to talk about what I call the 
silver lining that came as a result of 
that spill. That silver lining was the 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990. We call it 
OPA ’90. Congress and the Department 
of Defense are currently looking at im-
plementing a national missile defense 
system to protect the United States 
from incoming ballistic missiles. I con-
sider OPA ’90 to be the national oilspill 
defense system that protects our Na-
tion from future oilspills. 

It was as a result of the terrible trag-
edy in our State that Congress enacted 
these provisions. As many Senators 
here will recall, that law was signed on 
August 18, 1990. It has not been revised 
since that time. I do not know of any 
push for any revisions. That is a testa-
ment to that act in itself, that it has 
not needed major revisions in this pe-
riod. 

Some of the provisions of OPA ’90 
were under consideration prior to that 
act, but unfortunately, they had no im-
petus. It took the Exxon Valdez disaster 
to bring about a comprehensive ap-
proach to our national system of oil-
spill prevention and response. We en-
acted that bill just 17 months after the 
spill, really a very short time, given 
the scope of the legislation. 

This landmark piece of legislation 
created a new national framework that 
focuses on both prevention of spills and 
response to spills. It was written to re-
duce the chances that we will ever have 
another spill of the magnitude of the 
Valdez anywhere under the American 
flag. That act, and the actions it man-
dates, has already vastly improved the 
response to lesser spills. 

I want to point out some of the 
things it has done. We have greatly in-
creased the response time—that is, de-
creased the time it takes—we have in-
creased the ability to respond in time 
to spills that may take place in our wa-
ters. As a result of that act, we have 
spill response equipment pre-positioned 
in strategic locations all over the Na-
tion. The national and area contin-
gency plans required by OPA ’90 are 
the primary reasons the response to 
oilspills has become so quick. Unlike 
when the Valdez disaster occurred, if a 
spill occurs today, it should literally be 
a matter of minutes before a plan is 
put into effect and executed. By requir-
ing contingency plans in advance, OPA 
’90 forces planning for potential spills 
in a comprehensive manner. 
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Mr. President, the main goal of all 

parties involved in that act was the 
prevention of future disasters. That is 
the only true way we can ensure that 
we will keep the beaches in Alaska and 
throughout our Nation free of oil. 

I have thanked many Alaskans who 
have served on the regional citizens ad-
visory councils for the improvements 
they have helped bring into being. 

Mr. President, at my request, that 
act was amended to assure that there 
would be specific Alaska provisions in 
it. In addition to the national measures 
put into place by OPA ’90, it contained, 
at my request, a number of measures 
specific to Prince William Sound in 
Alaska. It required the installation of a 
marker and light on Bligh Reef. It re-
quired tankers in Prince William 
Sound to be escorted by at least two 
tugs and to have two local pilots on the 
bridge. It required the creation of a 
vessel traffic control system for Prince 
William Sound, including an alarm sys-
tem to warn if vessels deviated from 
the routes they had designated at the 
time they left the pier. 

It prevents the Exxon Valdez tanker 
from ever entering Alaskan waters 
again, no matter what name it sails 
under or how many structural improve-
ments it undergoes. That provision is 
largely symbolic, but it goes to the 
heart of how Alaskans feel about that 
disaster. 

The only true way to ensure that we 
will never have to clean Alaskan oil off 
Alaska beaches again is to implement 
the plans and maintain the systems 
that OPA ’90 requires. 

I hope that the Nation will not lose 
heart, that it will continue to fund the 
facilities and the pre-positioned equip-
ment that we require. For a 10-year pe-
riod that began in 1996, we have created 
in Alaska an Oilspill Recovery Insti-
tute in Cordova. We also have an oil-
spill lab with a trust fund created to 
assure that funds are available to re-
spond to oilspills throughout the 
United States. 

Let me close by saying that I want to 
report to the Senate that many of the 
species that were affected by the oil-
spill are making a strong comeback. 
Mother Nature in the sound is respond-
ing. The environmental efforts that we 
have made and the progress we have 
made with putting into effect the new 
prevention measures have, in fact, de-
terred future spills. 

It is my hope that one day one of my 
grandchildren will ask me, Grandpa, 
what is an oilspill? I believe that we 
have gone a long way to making oil-
spills of the magnitude that I saw 10 
years ago today a memory. I hope it re-
mains a memory. 

Mr. President, I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LARD). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to consideration of S. Con. Res. 
20, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 20) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2009.

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the staff of 
the Senate Budget Committee, includ-
ing fellows and detailees named on the 
list that I send to the desk, be per-
mitted to remain on the Senate floor 
during consideration of S. Con. Res. 20. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent the list be printed in the 
RECORD.

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

STAFF LIST: SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET 

MAJORITY STAFF 
Amy Call. 
Jim Capretta. 
Winnie Chang. 
Lisa Cieplak. 
Allen Cutler. 
Larry Dye. 
Beth Felder. 
Rachel Forward. 
Alice Grant. 
Jim Hearn. 
Bill Hoagland. 
Carole McGuire. 
Mieko Nakabayashi. 
Maureen O’Neill. 
Kristin Omberg. 
Cheri Reidy. 
Brian Riley. 
Amy Smith. 
Bob Stevenson. 
Marc Sumerlin. 
Winslow Wheeler. 
Sandra Wiseman. 
Gary Ziehe. 

MINORITY STAFF 

Amy Abraham. 
Claudia Arko. 
Jim Esquea. 
Dan Katz. 
Bruce King. 
Lisa Konwinski. 
Martin Morris. 
Jon Rosenwasser. 
Paul Seltman. 
Jeff Siegel. 
Barry Strumpf. 
Mitch Warren. 

ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 

Kelly Creighton. 
Alex Green. 
Sahand Sarshar. 
Lamar Staples. 
Lynne Seymour. 
George Woodall. 

Mr. DOMENICI. On behalf of Senator 
LAUTENBERG, I ask unanimous consent 
that Sue Nelson and Ted Zegers be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
consent the privilege of the floor be 
granted to the following members of 
my staff, of the Budget Committee 
staff on the Republican side: Austin 
Smythe and Anne Miller. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the presence 
and use of small electronic calculators 
be permitted on the floor of the Senate 
during consideration of the fiscal year 
2000 concurrent resolution on the budg-
et. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I as-
sume we are now on the resolution and 
time is now running under the 35 hours 
that remain. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
quite sure my friend Senator LAUTEN-
BERG would concur that we all know, 
more or less, what the issues are. We 
have gone through the Budget Com-
mittee and most of the major issues 
have been debated there and amend-
ments offered—some accepted, some 
failed. I don’t think there is really any 
reason we cannot finish at a reasonable 
time and take this recess if Senators 
on both sides cooperate. 

I urge that on my side also. There is 
tentatively, on my side—I know when 
we talk to them that it is not going to 
remain this way, but they are talking 
about 30 or 40 amendments, almost all 
of which are sense-of-the-Senate 
amendments. We will never get out of 
here if that happens. Normally the mi-
nority has about twice as many. So add 
that up and we will have 120. We could 
just start voting now and we would not 
go home for the recess. So I urge we 
consider our own well-being and what 
is really necessary to get this job done. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
constrained to say to the Senator from 
New Mexico, I thought I had problems 
on the supplemental bill. 

To hear about this number of amend-
ments is staggering. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
going to attend a hearing for about 25 
or 30 minutes, and we will have a Budg-
et Committee Senator down very 
shortly. In the meantime, Senator STE-
VENS is given whatever privileges I 
have. 

I yield to Senator THURMOND as much 
time as he desires. I will give him that 
time off the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
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BAD NATIONAL DEFENSE POLICY 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, bad 

national defense policy is about to get 
us into serious trouble—again. As I 
speak, United States Armed Forces are 
in direct danger because they are being 
used as social workers in a very dan-
gerous country—Haiti. Most Americans 
will be greatly surprised that I am say-
ing the United States Army is still in 
Haiti. Why are most Americans sur-
prised? Because it has been more than 
4 years since the September day in 1994 
when the President sent a force of 
20,000 troops to this island. Despite 
what the United States did in Haiti, 
not much has changed, except that the 
United States force has become tiny 
and in a great peril. No elected official 
has been able to bring peace or democ-
racy to Haiti. Factional fighting has 
immobilized the government and sty-
mied efforts at economic recovery. The 
factionalism has provoked assassina-
tions and bombings reminiscent of the 
bad old days. 

Fortunately, Congress has been put 
on-call by a voice of honesty coming 
from our uniformed ranks. Last month, 
General Wilhelm, Commander of the 
U.S. Southern Command, directly and 
honestly described the mounting dan-
ger surrounding his troops. The 500 
United States military personnel left 
to help prop up Haiti are doing mostly 
social work and spending much of their 
time defending themselves from at-
tack. Let me be clear about what kinds 
of work our troops in Haiti are doing. 
They are not fighting an enemy. They 
are involved in tasks like digging 
wells, providing medical services, and 
training police and military officers. 
Such work might be understandable if 
it contributed to stability. It is not. 
The 500 United States troops still in 
Haiti spend much of their energy just 
trying to protect themselves against 
those they came to help. Unfortu-
nately, it is now difficult for the ad-
ministration to accept a clearheaded 
understanding of these dire cir-
cumstances and call for a pullout. 
Doing so will concede the failure of a 
peacekeeping mission regularly touted 
as one of the shining achievements of 
recent years. 

The list of the administration’s failed 
peace missions is long and growing. I 
am unconvinced that trying to resusci-
tate these failed nation-states is in the 
U.S. vital interest. The costs of U.S. in-
volvement in peacekeeping are not in 
our national interests and should be re-
duced. The price tag of the Bosnia mis-
sion, for example, has already hit $12 
billion, with no end in sight. Haiti has 
cost more than $2 billion. However, 
today the 500 soldiers in Haiti—mostly 
Army reservists rotating through on 
short-term assignments—remain in 
Haiti at a cost of about $20 million last 
year. 

The question is simple: Is it in the 
United States’ best interest to have 

our troops in imminent danger, pre-
occupied with defending themselves 
against people whom they have come 
to help, who have shown little inclina-
tion for reform at a cost of $20 million 
annually to America? This is the path 
down which the administration has 
taken the United States. We are now 
involved in a steady run of civil wars 
without clear solutions which involve 
failed nation-states. We will soon 
drown in this kind of foolishness. 
Stemming civil wars should not be the 
main strategic challenge for the United 
States. These kinds of misadventures 
do not really engage the strategic in-
terest of the United States. Certainly, 
such ill-conceived adventures do arro-
gantly endanger our troops. 

Because of this, I call on the adminis-
tration to swiftly withdraw the 500 
service men and women who are cur-
rently in Haiti. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today we begin our annual pilgrimage 
to establishing a budget for the next 
fiscal year. The first year of the new 
millennium is almost upon us, and we 
are moving at a fairly rapid pace to get 
this budget into place, as contrasted to 
some of the experiences we have had in 
the past. I commend our chairman, 
Senator DOMENICI, for his lending the 
urgency that he has to getting this job 
underway. 

Lest it be misunderstood, Mr. Presi-
dent, that does not mean I agree with 
everything that we have come up with. 
But we are moving the ball, as they 
say, and we will have a chance to 
amend or debate the budget resolution 
as it passed the Budget Committee. 

As we begin our work on a budget for 
a new century and a new era in our Na-
tion’s economic history, we do it with 
the knowledge and the satisfaction 
that at long last, America has put its 
fiscal house in order. 

At the same time, we still face seri-
ous long-term questions. The key ques-
tion facing Congress is whether we 
meet those challenges and prepare for 
the future, or whether we will yield to 
short-term temptation at tomorrow’s 
expense. 

Democrats are committed to focusing 
on the future. Our top priority is to 
save Medicare and save Social Security 
for the long term by reducing our debt 
and increasing national savings. We 
also want to provide targeted tax relief 
for those who need it most, and that is 
the average middle-class family in 
America. We want to invest in edu-
cation and other priorities. 

Our friends, the Republicans, have a 
different view. Their plan focuses on 
tax breaks, largely for the wealthy. 
These tax breaks, whose costs would 
increase dramatically in the future, 
would absorb resources that are needed 
to preserve and to save Medicare. 

That, when you get right down to it, 
is really the main issue before the Sen-
ate: Should we provide tax cuts, many 
of which will benefit the wealthy, or 
use that money to save Medicare? It is 
as simple as that. 

Of course, there is a lot more to the 
budget resolution before us, so let me 
take some time to explain why I, like 
every other Democratic member of the 
Budget Committee, strongly opposed 
this resolution. There are four primary 
reasons. 

First, as I have suggested, it fails to 
guarantee a single extra dollar for 
Medicare. Instead, it diverts the funds 
needed for Medicare to pay for tax cuts 
that, again, benefit the wealthy fairly 
generously. 

Second, it does nothing to extend the 
solvency of the Social Security trust 
fund. In fact, it could block President 
Clinton’s proposed transfer of surplus 
funds to help extend solvency. 

Third, I think it is fiscally dan-
gerous. The resolution proposes tax 
cuts that begin small but that explode 
in the future. Some are around $13 bil-
lion in the first year the budget goes 
into place, up to $180 billion—$177 bil-
lion—expected in the tenth year, just 
when the baby boomers are beginning 
to retire. 

And fourth, it proposes extreme and 
unrealistic cuts in domestic programs. 
These could devastate public services if 
enacted. More likely, Congress, in my 
view, is going to be unable to pass ap-
propriations bills, and we will face a 
crisis at the end of this year that could 
lead to a complete Government shut-
down. 

I want to address each of these prob-
lems in turn, Mr. President. 

Medicare’s hospital insurance trust 
fund is now expected to become insol-
vent in the year 2008. It is critical that 
we address this problem and we do it 
soon. We need to modernize and reform 
the program to make it function more 
efficiently, but it is clear that also we 
will need additional resources. 

As part of an overall solution, Presi-
dent Clinton proposed allocating 15 
percent of projected unified budget sur-
pluses for Medicare. This would extend 
the solvency of the trust fund for an-
other 12 years, to 2020. Unfortunately, 
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the budget resolution rejects that pro-
posal. Instead of using projected sur-
pluses for Medicare, it uses almost all 
of them for tax cuts. The budget reso-
lution does not specify the details of 
the tax cuts because they will be draft-
ed later in the Finance Committee. 
However, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator ROTH, has said re-
cently that he wants to provide a 10-
percent cut in tax rates. 

Under that proposal, the top 1 per-
cent of Americans with incomes over 
$300,000, and average incomes of more 
than $800,000, would get a tax cut of 
more than $20,000. And those in the bot-
tom 60 percent, incomes under $38,000, 
would wind up with $99, less than 100 
bucks. 

Other major GOP proposals for tax 
cuts, which involve estate taxes and 
capital gains taxes, are similarly re-
gressive and unfair. Giving away dis-
proportionate tax breaks to the 
wealthy would be bad enough, but the 
GOP tax breaks would come at the di-
rect expense of Medicare, and that is 
wrong. 

Under the Republican plan, not one 
penny of projected surpluses is guaran-
teed for Medicare. The resolution does 
reserve about $100 billion for unspec-
ified uses over 10 years. But that is far 
less than the $350 billion the President 
wants for Medicare over 10 years. More 
importantly, none of the $100 billion is 
actually reserved for Medicare. 

In fact, the chairman indicated that 
this amount may be used for unex-
pected emergencies or contingencies, 
and those alone could easily use up all 
this money. Emergency spending aver-
ages $9 billion a year, more than the 
resolution’s annual reserve for each of 
the next 5 years. Even over 10 years, we 
can expect to consume at least 90 per-
cent of this projected reserve to re-
spond to emergencies. 

Mr. President, the Republican refusal 
to provide additional resources for 
Medicare would have a direct impact 
on the millions of Americans who will 
depend on Medicare for their health 
services in the future. The resolution 
almost certainly would mean higher 
health care costs, higher copayments 
for the individuals, their share of the 
bill, higher deductibles—that means it 
does not kick in until the levels of 
costs directly to the individual have 
risen—and potentially lower quality 
health care services, and probably 
fewer hospitals, all because the major-
ity insists on providing huge tax 
breaks for wealthier Americans. 

Beyond Medicare, the second major 
problem with the Republican resolu-
tion is that it does nothing to extend 
the solvency of the Social Security 
trust fund. Currently, Social Security 
is projected to become insolvent by the 
year 2032. President Clinton is deter-
mined to extend the solvency until 2075 
and has proposed specific policies to 
get us to the year 2055, as certified by 
Social Security actuaries. 

The Republicans have been critical of 
the President’s proposals to invest 
some of the Social Security funds in 
the private market and to transfer debt 
held by the public to the trust fund. 
Unfortunately, they propose nothing to 
increase the resources available to So-
cial Security. In fact, their resolution 
is specifically designed to block the 
President’s proposed transfer of surplus 
funds for Social Security. 

The bottom line, when it comes to 
Social Security, is clear. President 
Clinton’s budget extends solvency 
through the year 2055. The Republican 
plan does not add a single day of secu-
rity. 

The third major problem with the 
resolution is that it is fiscally risky. 
The resolution calls only for small tax 
cuts in the first year or two. But the 
cost of those tax cuts explode in the fu-
ture. And by 2009, as I said earlier, 
when the baby boomers will begin re-
tiring, the tax cuts will drain the 
Treasury of more than $180 billion in 
that year. That is not fiscal responsi-
bility. 

The final problem with the Repub-
lican plan is that it includes extreme 
cuts in programs for Americans here at 
home. Total nondefense discretionary 
programs—to be absolutely clear, the 
discretionary programs include defense 
and nondefense—total nondefense dis-
cretionary programs would be cut in 
the first year from $266 billion in the 
current year, not including emergency 
spending, to $246 billion in the year 
2000. 

One does not have to be a mathe-
matician to recognize that is a signifi-
cant change—from $266 billion to $246 
billion in 1 year. Arithmetically, it 
looks like a 7.5-percent cut—and that 
does not sound like a lot—but the real 
cut in most programs would be much 
deeper. And I assure you that 7.5-per-
cent cut, at a minimum, is a very sig-
nificant, painful exercise for those who 
are depending on some of our Govern-
ment programs. And I am not talking 
about wasteful programs; I am talking 
about fundamental programs like WIC 
and border guards and FBI agents and 
DEA agents. 

Keep in mind, the resolution claims 
to increase or maintain funding for a 
handful of favored programs, like new 
courthouses, TEA 21, our transpor-
tation program, for the next 6 years, 
the census, National Institutes of 
Health, and some crime and education 
programs. Those are the protected pro-
grams. 

That leaves the other unprotected 
programs facing cuts of about 11 per-
cent—everything from environmental 
protection to the national parks, the 
FAA, the Coast Guard, the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service Border 
Patrol, FBI, NASA, job training, and 
Head Start. These are successful and 
important programs. 

When we say that these cuts are 
going to be 11 percent in the first year, 

that is being pretty conservative, be-
cause we are ignoring the fact that the 
cuts increase significantly in the fu-
ture to 27 percent in the year 2004, a 27-
percent cut for the American people. 

Just to put the picture straight, 
imagine a 27-percent cut in wages, a 27-
percent cut in spending power. It would 
be an awful tragedy for most families. 

Second, the 11-percent figure that we 
talked about in the first year rep-
resents a cut from 1999 levels. To make 
it clear, our fiscal year ends September 
30 for 1999; and on October 1 we kick in 
with the budget for the year 2000. That 
does not anticipate any inflation im-
pact. 

Thirdly, there is another problem 
with the Republican budget. It signifi-
cantly underestimates the outlays that 
would flow from its present levels of 
defense appropriations. If those outlays 
are estimated to be consistent with 
historical levels, the cuts in nondefense 
discretionary outlays would be as high 
as 21 percent in the first year. 

I know that we are talking about a 
lot of different changes in the percent-
ages. But it looks like the minimum 
could be 11 percent, and we could be 
looking at a figure as high as 27 per-
cent in the nondefense discretionary 
programs. 

Mr. President, I am going to give our 
Republican friends, the majority, the 
benefit of the doubt. I am going to, for 
the moment, not talk about the deeper 
cuts in the outyears. I am going to 
leave out, ignore, the effects of infla-
tion. And I am not even going to con-
sider this dramatic underestimate of 
defense outlays. I am going to start 
with this very conservative figure of 11 
percent and consider what a cut of this 
magnitude would mean for domestic 
programs next year. Next year, again, 
starts October 1. 

Here are a few examples, based on ad-
ministration estimates: 

That we would lose 2,700 FBI agents. 
I ask you, is this a time when it seems 
appropriate to be cutting back on FBI 
agents? When terrorism in this country 
is a real threat? When we are trying to 
stop crimes? We are adding crimes to 
the list of crimes that are going to be 
tried in Federal courts. So 2,700 FBI 
agents. 

Thirteen hundred and fifty Border 
Patrol agents. We have heard from 
many of our colleagues, Republican 
and Democrat, who live in border 
States and talk about the problems 
they have from California, through 
New Mexico, through Arizona, Texas, 
about those who illegally cross the bor-
der, pleading for more help, pleading 
for an opportunity to contain this ille-
gal immigration flow. We are talking 
about reducing Border Patrol agents to 
the tune of 1,350? How do our friends 
who represent those border States feel 
about this? 

Drug agents: 780 DEA drug enforce-
ment agents would be lost. Now, if 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.000 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5498 March 24, 1999
there is a more distracting problem in 
our society than drugs, I don’t know 
what it is. The overrunning of our 
young people by drug influences is 
something that we can’t tolerate, that 
we search for solutions to, at our wit’s 
end. 

One thing we know: While having 
enough drug enforcement agents alone 
doesn’t solve the problem, take them 
away and we will see what happens to 
the flow of illegal drugs into this coun-
try. 

Ninety thousand, two hundred fewer 
workers, dislocated as a result of in-
dustry shifts, plant closings, et cetera, 
would receive training, job search as-
sistance, and support services—90,000 
people would be left without the train-
ing necessary to move to different job 
situations if their job is lost. 

Thirty-four thousand low-income 
children would be without child care 
assistance. 

Over 1.2 million low-income women, 
infants, and children would lose nutri-
tion assistance every month. That pro-
gram is commonly known as the WIC 
Program. It is a very effective pro-
gram. In a country like ours, with the 
bounty that we have from lots of nat-
ural resources, industry progress, peo-
ple who are skillful, intelligent, who 
are hard working, lots of people mak-
ing money—we talk today about the 
billionaire class as we used to hear 40 
years ago about the millionaire class—
and we want to permit 1.2 million low-
income women, infants, and children 
who need the nutritional assistance 
that this program offers to lose it? I 
will not stand by and let that happen. 

FAA operations: Our aviation indus-
try is booming. People cannot get seats 
in lots of situations. What do we worry 
about? We have lots of delays, we have 
concerns about safety and security and 
the lack of critical modernization tech-
nologies. FAA operations would be cut 
by almost $700 million. If we think the 
delays are bad now, hold on to your 
seat, because they are going to get 
worse. 

Safety: We will focus on safety to 
make sure things are maintained, but 
we also want to protect ourselves 
against possible terrorist attacks, 
keeping people off the airplanes to 
make us more secure. 

On the environment, roughly 21 
Superfund toxic waste sites would not 
be cleaned up as a result of these cuts. 
They needlessly jeopardize public 
health. 

Up to 100,000 children would lose the 
opportunity to benefit from Head 
Start. Head Start is an early preschool 
program that gives children who are 
typically from a disadvantaged situa-
tion a chance to understand the learn-
ing process, to get incentives to learn, 
to understand that learning is fun, that 
knowledge is beneficial. Take away 
that from 100,000 children? I don’t know 
how we can do it. I don’t know how, 

with a clear conscience, we can say, 
‘‘Go ahead, listen, too bad, take your 
chances.’’ We know who pays the price. 
All of us pay the price. It is only a 
matter of when. It is much cheaper to 
give these kids a head start than to 
later deal with those who might turn 
to crime or drugs as a way to work 
their way up the social and economic 
ladder. 

We would eliminate 73,000 training 
and summer job opportunities for 
young people. 

As I earlier said, these are conserv-
ative figures, yet these types of cuts 
are clearly painful. In my view, they 
are dangerous. Unfortunately, under 
this resolution, the problem gets dra-
matically worse in later years. By the 
year 2004, the nondefense reductions 
grow to about 27 percent. Again, that 
doesn’t include the effects of inflation 
nor any underestimation of defense 
outlays which loom large in front of us 
now. We have to wonder whether the 
Republicans are serious about cutting 
domestic programs by 27 percent. It is 
hard to believe, especially when there 
are virtually no details provided about 
where those cuts would fall. 

Some Republicans have argued that 
these cuts are required because of the 
discretionary spending caps which re-
main in effect through the year 2002. 
That is not true. Much of the program 
for domestic programs is created be-
cause the resolution increases military 
spending by $18.2 billion over last 
year’s level. Since all discretionary 
spending is now under a single cap—
that is, defense and nondefense—that 
extra money must come directly from 
domestic programs. 

President Clinton has also made it 
clear that we should increase funding 
for high-priority discretionary pro-
grams such as education and the mili-
tary once we save Social Security. By 
contrast, the Republican plan estab-
lishes unrealistically low discretionary 
spending levels that would apply, re-
gardless of whether we approve Social 
Security reform legislation. 

Cutting domestic programs by 27 per-
cent in 2004 is not realistic. When it 
comes to cutting specific programs, 
Congress almost certainly will not fol-
low through. The votes won’t be there 
to do it. 

In other words, this budget resolu-
tion is a roadmap to gridlock. The re-
sults could be disastrous. If we can’t 
pass appropriations bills, we face the 
prospect of yet another Government 
shutdown. Nobody wants that, of 
course, but it could happen. 

Why, then, are we considering a 
budget resolution that even some Re-
publicans admit can’t be enacted into 
law? The answer is simple: They are 
desperate to claim that they are for 
tax cuts. They just don’t have a clue on 
how to pay for them. They don’t want 
to guarantee Medicare a single new 
dollar, but they are still not even close 

to identifying sufficient offsetting sav-
ings to pay for their tax cuts. 

We are left with a budget that deals 
with fantasy, a budget that everybody 
knows isn’t going to be worth the paper 
it is written on. In the end, there is 
only one way out. The majority party, 
the Republicans, have to get real. They 
can’t continue to insist on huge tax 
cuts if they are not willing to pay for 
them. 

So, in sum, Mr. President, let me 
quickly recount the four reasons why I 
oppose this budget. I do it with respect 
for the chairman. We worked hard to-
gether, but we just could not agree on 
what a budget would look like. 

First, it doesn’t guarantee a single 
additional penny for Medicare. Instead, 
it takes money needed for Medicare 
and uses it for tax cuts that will ben-
efit the wealthy. 

Second, it does nothing for Social Se-
curity. In fact, it doesn’t extend Social 
Security’s solvency by a single day. 

Third, it is fiscally risky. It calls for 
huge tax cuts whose costs explode in 
the future, just when the baby boomers 
will be retiring. 

Finally, its cuts in domestic pro-
grams are extreme. If they were ever 
enacted, they would seriously disrupt 
important and essential public serv-
ices. But, more likely, Congress will 
never really approve them and we will 
again be facing a disastrous threat of a 
Government shutdown. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am deeply disappointed by this 
budget resolution. I hope that we are 
going to be able to work together and 
make what I consider badly needed im-
provements. We have 35 hours in which 
to determine what the outcome of our 
budget discussions are going to be like, 
what the result is going to be. I hope 
that we will be able to strike a balance 
that can get us a budget that can pass 
both Houses, which can also be ap-
proved by the President. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President I rise 
today to talk about the great progress 
we have made reducing our federal 
deficits. I am proud to have partici-
pated in and voted for three budget 
acts—in 1990, 1993, and 1997—which 
have radically altered the fiscal condi-
tion of the Federal government and the 
debate about how the public’s hard-
earned tax dollars should be spent. 

When I arrived in the Senate 10 years 
ago, we had a deficit of $205.2 billion. 
We were awash in a sea of red ink. 
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Budgeteers were predicting deficits as 
far as the eye could see. In fact, since 
1989, our publicly-held debt has in-
creased from $2 trillion to $3.7 trillion. 
Hundreds of billions of dollars of bor-
rowing was needed every year to fund 
the Federal budget. This borrowing had 
two effects: it kept interest rates for 
all public borrowing higher than nec-
essary and it caused the net interest 
costs of the U.S. government to rise as 
a share of total Federal spending. 

After the enactment of these three 
budget acts—particularly the 1993 and 
1997 budget acts—and on account of im-
pressive gains in private sector produc-
tivity and growth, we were able to re-
verse the deficit trend. Deficits have 
continued to shrink since 1994—and we 
were able to celebrate our first unified 
budget surplus (counting Social Secu-
rity) of $70 billion last year. I am hope-
ful that the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s August re-estimate will allow 
this Congress to celebrate its first real 
budget surplus since 1960. 

Deficits are yesterday’s problem. 
Today, budgeteers are telling us to ex-
pect budget surpluses as far as the eye 
can see. I am proud to say that we are 
able to celebrate the fruits of our fiscal 
restraint—not because we had to abide 
by an inflexible constitutional amend-
ment—but because we had the sheer 
will and political courage to put our-
selves on a spending diet. Americans 
should feel good about that. And my 
colleagues who took the tough votes on 
fiscal restraint should also feel good 
about the budget surpluses we are now 
enjoying. 

Through our progress on controlling 
spending, we have also made some 
progress on entitlement and net inter-
est expenditures. Back in 1994, I co-
chaired the National Commission on 
Entitlement and Tax Reform. In its 
final report, the Commission predicted 
that ‘‘without changes to programs or 
increased taxes, entitlements and in-
terest on the national debt are pro-
jected to consume all federal revenues 
by 2012. In 2030, entitlement spending 
alone will exceed all Federal receipts.’’ 
The fiscal restraint that we have dis-
played in the succeeding 5 years has 
changed the short-term picture of enti-
tlement and interest expenditures dra-
matically. 

Today, about 53% of our Federal 
budget is spent on mandatory pro-
grams like Social Security and Medi-
care; 34% of our budget is dedicated to 
discretionary spending (like NASA, 
NIH, roads and bridges, and the armed 
forces); and 13% of the budget is spent 
on interest on our national debt. De-
pending upon whose numbers you look 
at—the Republican Budget Resolution, 
the President’s budget, or the CBO pro-
jections—our fiscal discipline will 
allow us to pay down our publicly-held 
debt and reduce our net interest costs. 
These interest payments will continue 
to decline as a percentage of our total 

spending—from about 13% today to 
somewhere between 3 and 5 percent by 
2009. Although discretionary spending 
will continue to decline as a percent-
age of total spending—this decline will 
occur more slowly than previously pre-
dicted. Over the next decade, discre-
tionary expenditures will decline from 
about a third of total expenditures to 
about a fourth of total expenditures by 
2009. And although mandatory spending 
will continue to rise as a percentage of 
total expenditures—from 53% today to 
70% of spending by 2009—it will grow at 
a slower rate than we had previously 
predicted. 

The strong growth in our economy 
and the subsequent strong growth in 
the taxable wage base has increased 
the solvency of our Medicare HI and 
Social Security OASDI Trust Funds. 
That same report from the Bipartisan 
Commission on Tax and Entitlement 
Reform predicted back in 1994 that 
with no changes, the HI Fund would be 
insolvent in 2001. But the latest statis-
tics show that the HI Fund will be sol-
vent until somewhere in the year 2010. 
Our 1994 report also noted that the So-
cial Security would become solvent in 
2029. In 1998, the Trustees of the Social 
Security Trust Funds announced that 
our strong growth would extend the 
solvency of the OASDI Trust Funds to 
2032—and I have reason to believe that 
the short-term solvency of the Trust 
Funds will be extended even further 
after the Trustees release their 1999 re-
port next week. 

While we should pat ourselves on the 
back for our tough votes in 1990, 1993, 
and 1997, we must remember that our 
agenda remains unfinished. Today, I 
want to challenge the Senate to start 
tackling the last piece of unfinished 
business. I am, of course, referring to 
the biggest political problem facing 
our generation of legislators: how do 
we work together in a bipartisan man-
ner to modernize, reform, and improve 
the Medicare and Social Security pro-
grams for our children and grand-
children? Our demonstrated fiscal re-
sponsibility has bought us some time—
and some breathing room—to think 
about how we want to reform our safe-
ty net programs, restore solvency to 
our entitlement Trust Funds, and re-
duce the out-year proportions of the 
budget which finance our entitlement 
programs. 

Although we’ve slowed the growth in 
our entitlement programs, it must not 
go unnoticed that this year we will 
spend $20 billion more in Medicare and 
Social Security benefits than last 
year—and next year we will spend $30 
billion more than this year. That $30 
billion increase in Medicare and Social 
Security benefits is more than our 
total combined expenditures on the 
State, Justice, and Commerce Depart-
ments during 1999. The additional 
money we will spend each year on So-
cial Security and Medicare benefits 

will only begin to increase as the first 
Baby Boomers start retiring during the 
next decade. 

The President’s own budget outlines 
for us the troubling long-run budget 
projections for the Social Security and 
Medicare programs. Right now, we 
spend the equivalent of 4.5% of GDP on 
Social Security benefits and about 3.6% 
of GDP on Medicare and Medicaid. By 
the year 2050, we will be spending about 
7.2% of GDP on Social Security bene-
fits and 9.7% of GDP on Medicare and 
Medicaid benefits. This is a dramatic 
increase in entitlement expenditures—
a doubling from 8.1% of GDP today to 
16.9% of GDP in 2050. My Nebraska con-
stituents need to know that the more 
we spend on entitlements, the fewer 
tax dollars will be available for the 
education and training of our children, 
or the research and development of new 
medicinal drugs, or space exploration. 
The analytical tables in the President’s 
budget show that discretionary expend-
itures will continue to decline from 
about 7.6% of GDP today, to about 3.6% 
of GDP in 2075. 

I want to challenge my colleagues to 
seize upon the opportunity to mod-
ernize, reform, and improve Medicare 
and Social Security during this era of 
budget surpluses. We need to think 
about helping people become less de-
pendent on the government for their 
retirement security. For example, I 
support the idea of allowing individuals 
to have a payroll tax cut of 2 percent-
age points, which they could invest in 
individual accounts. But these indi-
vidual accounts are not the end in 
itself—but the means to an end. The 
means to a more independent retire-
ment—a retirement that involves the 
ownership of wealth and the creation of 
an asset that can be passed on to heirs. 
We need to decrease the demand of fu-
ture retirees on the government by 
making changes to Social Security 
that reduce costs—but also provide re-
tirement security. 

Efforts to reduce the costs of the pro-
gram are made harder by changes to 
the Social Security program enacted 
back in 1983. Some of my colleagues—
particularly Senator MOYNIHAN—may 
remember that back in 1983, Congress 
agreed to ‘‘pre-fund’’ the Social Secu-
rity benefits of the Baby Boom genera-
tion by allowing the program to take 
in more income than it needed to pay 
the benefits of current beneficiaries. 
This excess payroll tax money was sup-
posed to flow into a Social Security 
Trust Fund. As we all know, this 
money was borrowed from the Trust 
Fund throughout most of the Reagan, 
Bush and Clinton years to finance the 
general operations of government. 
When Treasury starts paying back the 
money it borrowed from the Trust 
Fund in 2013, it will pay these IOUs 
with general revenues—meaning indi-
vidual and corporate income tax dol-
lars. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.000 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5500 March 24, 1999
Most of my constituents are probably 

not aware that these changes in 1983 
will give beneficiaries from the Baby 
Boom generation a claim on $6.85 tril-
lion of income tax revenues—in addi-
tion to the payroll tax claim they al-
ready have on tomorrow’s workers. The 
President is proposing to increase the 
Baby Boomers’ claim on income tax 
dollars to over $30 trillion. I do not 
support this change—I believe that we 
have an obligation to make structural 
reforms to the program within the cur-
rent payroll tax structure. I applaud 
many of my Democratic colleagues 
who have taken a courageous step in 
opposing this misguided effort to 
‘‘save’’ Social Security through addi-
tional income tax dollars. But I want 
to remind my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle that simply setting aside 
the surplus for Social Security or 
Medicare reform is not a reform plan—
it is a debt reduction plan. 

I encourage my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to have an honest and 
open debate about the way we want to 
finance and reform the Social Security 
program. I believe that Congress and 
the President can and should work to-
gether to achieve real structural re-
forms in the program—and do so in a 
way that helps low-income Americans 
and that shares costs across all genera-
tions. 

In addition, I would argue that we 
need to modernize the Medicare pro-
gram to expand choice, increase com-
petition, and include prescription 
drugs. As those of us who served on the 
National Bipartisan Commission on the 
Future of Medicare know through pain-
ful experience, Medicare poses an even 
more difficult problem than Social Se-
curity reform. By providing health care 
coverage, it provides a second essential 
element of retirement security for 
older Americans, as well as serving as 
an important safety net for disabled 
Americans who can no longer work. 
Medicare spending is unpredictable 
and, to a certain extent, uncontrol-
lable—spending growth is largely driv-
en by the amount of health services 
that beneficiaries use, technological 
developments in medicine, and—par-
ticularly in the future—enrollment 
growth. 

And to complicate matters further, 
the public is not yet ready to under-
take a significant change to the Medi-
care program. They know how valuable 
the current program is to themselves, 
their parents and grandparents. They 
want to be sure that they have the 
same coverage, or better, when they re-
tire. And they don’t see the need to 
make hard decisions about spending 
and benefits. 

We need to look at these difficult dy-
namics and make the difficult choices 
that are necessary to keep the Medi-
care program solvent while ensuring 
that we have the flexibility we need 
within the Federal budget to address 

other national priorities. Last week, I 
voted with nine other Commissioners 
to adopt a more competitively-based 
model for financing and administering 
the Medicare program. I think this 
type of reform will move us in the 
right direction by helping us control 
costs, and ultimately helping us im-
prove benefits. We can’t simply pour 
new general revenues into an un-re-
formed Medicare program, and wait to 
deal with the larger problems at a later 
date. 

The surpluses that have appeared, in 
part due to our fiscal discipline, pro-
vide us with a unique opportunity to 
reform our growing entitlements bur-
den. The choices involved in achieving 
Medicare or Social Security reform are 
tough—and may even require some tax 
increases or benefit cuts. The pain of 
tax increases or benefit cuts will be 
made much less harsh if we use these 
budget surpluses to help reform our So-
cial Security and Medicare programs. I 
do not believe we should use the on-
budget surpluses for a debt swap or for 
a large tax cut that will primarily go 
to high income individuals. We must 
avoid the instant gratification of a 
large tax cut at the expense of the de-
layed gratification that comes with re-
forming our entitlement programs and 
reducing the tax burden on future 
workers. 

I look forward to working with the 
House, the Senate, and the President 
to complete this unfinished agenda. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before 
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska, Senator KERREY, leaves the 
floor, I want to congratulate him on 
his efforts on behalf of sound fiscal pol-
icy and good principles for the future 
and a vision of the future which I be-
lieve is an exciting one if we will just 
bear with it and do what we must do. 

It is pretty obvious from the com-
ments he has made here that we ought 
to be able to reform Medicare and 
make it live and available for many 
decades to come. And we ought to do it 
this year. There is absolutely no reason 
why we cannot. All we need to know is 
what the President wants to do. The 
President has not told us what he 
wants to do. This budget resolution 
contains a very valid program, very 
live and very capable, if the commit-
tees can put it together. It doesn’t put 
a plan together; it just says what the 
resources are and how much is avail-
able. I will go into that in a little more 
detail in my opening remarks, which I 
will not give now. 

There are two Senators who would 
like to speak now. I ask, on our side, if 
Senator HELMS could proceed and then 
I see Senator KENNEDY here. I think he 
would like to proceed. I do not want to 
limit him. I wish to make my opening 
remarks after him and then we will try 
to stir up an amendment. 

If others have opening remarks, I 
hope they will hurry down here, be-
cause I suggest we are talking about 
our recess. I want to tell you a little 
bit. What if we have 60 amendments? 
People will now say we have plenty of 
time; we have all day today, all day to-
morrow, which is Thursday. We have 
Friday. But people want to start leav-
ing. They say that is 35 hours, 15 each 
day; that will do it. 

Mr. President, if we have 60 amend-
ments, the vote time and the quorum 
time surrounding them, since they do 
not count, the vote time does not 
count and quorums do not count, that 
could be 20 hours on its own; 35 hours 
of debate plus 20 hours to vote, that is 
55 hours. This would mean at least 5 
full days, well into Sunday, because we 
do not actually use 15 or 20 hours out of 
a day. We try to do 8 or 9 or 10. But 
even if you stay late, you do not get in 
15 hours. 

So we have to limit our amendments. 
We are working on that on our side. We 
also, at some point, have to agree to 
take less time on amendments than the 
2 hours allowed under the statute. 

With that, I yield whatever time Sen-
ator HELMS needs and then a Democrat 
can proceed. It will be Senator KEN-
NEDY. Then I would like to be recog-
nized after Senator KENNEDY. 

I yield the floor. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina is recog-
nized. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. HELMS per-

taining to the introduction of S. 693 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

First of all, I want to express appre-
ciation to the members of the Budget 
Committee and, in particular, to our 
ranking minority member, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, for the work that he and 
our other colleagues did in developing 
a series of positions in the Budget 
Committee. I will address one of those 
this morning and refer to another 
which I hope, over the course of the 
next couple of days, to come back to. 

I think those who are interested in 
the Nation’s priorities, as reflected in 
the Budget Committee, should read the 
transcript of the discussion and debate. 
I had the opportunity to do so. I think 
they will get a very clear indication, as 
a result of that review, as to exactly 
what the priorities were for the Demo-
crats in the budget consideration, 
which was the preservation of Social 
Security and the preservation of Medi-
care. 

During the course of debate and dis-
cussion, it becomes quite clear—and 
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also by the votes—as to those who are 
strongly committed to that program. 
Over the next several hours, we will 
have a chance to move beyond the 
rhetoric and into the details of the 
budget itself. That is going to be quite 
revealing, Mr. President, because we 
will have a clear opportunity to make 
a judgment at the end of these 3 or 4 
days as to the very strong position that 
has been taken by the Democrats in 
the preservation of Social Security and 
also the strong commitment that we 
have in the preservation of Medicare. 

I know there are those who have said, 
‘‘We have a certain amount of funds 
that have been allocated within this 
budget for Medicare; all we are waiting 
for is the President to make some judg-
ment, make some recommendation.’’ 
The President has made the most im-
portant recommendation, and that is 
to allocate 15 percent of the surplus to 
preserve the Medicare Program 
through the year 2020, some 12 addi-
tional years of security for the Medi-
care Program. 

That will be the longest period of 
time of solvency for the Medicare sys-
tem since the enactment of Medicare. I 
will take a few moments later on in the 
day to comment further on this when 
we talk about the particular amend-
ment that I will offer, but we have seen 
over the history of Medicare where 
there have been interventions for the 
preservation of Medicare to continue it 
and continue it in a financially sound 
way. 

Now we have heard the President of 
the United States say we ought to allo-
cate the resources that are going to 
preserve this for another 12 years and 
give it the greatest solvency we have 
had in the history of the Medicare Pro-
gram, and then let’s get about trying 
to put in place the kind of reforms that 
will be sound, taking into consider-
ation the various recommendations 
that have been made by the Medicare 
Commission, a few which make sense 
and others with which I take serious 
issue. We will have an opportunity to 
examine those. 

I hope our Republican friends—who 
virtually have been silent in proposing 
Medicare recommendations, other than 
to use the 15 percent that the President 
has recommended and allocate it for 
tax breaks for wealthy individuals—I 
hope that they will, during the time 
that we are out here at least, review 
with us what their recommendations 
are, what their proposals are, what 
their solutions are, rather than con-
stantly harp on the President. He has 
taken a giant step forward in the allo-
cation of solvency for the Medicare 
system, and he has also indicated, now 
that the Medicare Commission has re-
ported, that he will make future rec-
ommendations. 

If we were to accept the rec-
ommendations of our Republican 
friends, there will be very little in the 

till at the end of the day to provide 
protections for our senior citizens. 
That, I think, is a glaring, glaring 
loophole in this budget proposal, and 
one which I know the ranking member 
of the committee, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, will address with an amendment 
and Senator CONRAD with another ex-
cellent amendment. And I will offer an 
amendment, along with others, to give 
focus and attention to these issues. 

There will be a very clear indication, 
hopefully at the end of the day, as to 
what really are the priorities for this 
body in terms of the future of the 
Medicare system. 

Every budget is a statement of na-
tional priority. Every budget is really 
the investment in the future, but the 
year 2000 budget is extremely impor-
tant, not just because it is the first 
year of the new millennium, but this 
budget will determine whether the 
large surplus will be used wisely for the 
benefit of all or squandered on tax pref-
erences that disproportionately benefit 
the few. 

The President, in his program, after 
the preservation of funding for Social 
Security and Medicare, also targeted 
tax programs that others will address 
later in the course of this debate. I 
think those are in areas of very special 
needs—providing assistance to families 
with the disabled, child care, and other 
areas. We will have a chance to review 
those. They all recognize what is ur-
gent and of great importance, and that 
is the preservation of Social Security, 
the preservation of Medicare, and then 
the targeted tax cuts. 

This budget will determine whether 
Medicare will offer the protections 
that are so essential for senior citizens 
in the years ahead. This is the budget 
that will determine whether we keep 
medical care in Medicare. 

The Republican budget resolution is 
a thinly veiled assault on Medicare and 
I think an affront to every senior cit-
izen who has earned the right to afford-
able health care through a lifetime of 
hard work. It is a proposal to sacrifice 
the future of Medicare in order to fi-
nance the tax cuts for the wealthy. 

Equally as serious is the Republican 
attempt to privatize Medicare, to mis-
use the current financial problems of 
Medicare as an excuse to turn the pro-
gram over to the tender mercies of the 
private insurance companies. Of 
course, there is where the problem 
started in the 1960s. 

This is the same extreme agenda the 
Republicans pursued unsuccessfully in 
1995, 1996, and it was an agenda rejected 
by President Clinton and Democrats in 
Congress and the American people, but 
now our Republican friends are at it 
again. 

According to the most recent projec-
tions of the Medicare trustees, if we do 
nothing else, keeping Medicare solvent 
for the next 25 years will require ben-
efit cuts of almost 20 percent—massive 
cuts of hundreds of billions of dollars. 

The President’s plan makes up most 
of that shortfall, without any benefit 
cuts, by investing 15 percent of the sur-
plus in Medicare. This investment 
avoids the need for any benefit cuts in 
Medicare for at least the next 21 years. 
It also gives us the time to develop the 
policies that can reduce the Medicare 
costs without also reducing the health 
care that the elderly need and deserve. 

But Republicans in Congress have a 
different agenda for the surplus. They 
want to use it to grant the undeserved 
tax breaks for the wealthiest individ-
uals and corporations in our society re-
gardless of what happens to Medicare. 
Republicans on the Budget Committee 
had a clear opportunity to preserve, 
protect and improve Medicare. All they 
had to do was adopt the President’s 
proposal for investing the 15 percent of 
the surplus in Medicare. 

Instead of protecting Medicare, they 
use the surplus to pay for billions of 
dollars in new tax breaks. You do not 
need a degree in higher mathematics to 
understand what is going on here. The 
Republican budget, I believe, is Medi-
care malpractice. 

Every senior citizen knows and their 
children and grandchildren know, too, 
that the elderly cannot afford cuts in 
Medicare. They are already stretched 
to the limit, and sometimes beyond the 
limit, to purchase the health care they 
need. The out-of-pocket payments by 
those over 65 now is almost the same 
percent of what it was prior to the 
time of the passage of Medicare. They 
just cannot afford to have the signifi-
cant and sizable increases that would 
be assumed if we are not going to pro-
vide this 15 percent. Because of the 
gaps in Medicare and the rising health 
care costs, Medicare now covers only 50 
percent of the health bills of senior 
citizens. 

On average, senior citizens spend 19 
percent of their limited income to pur-
chase the health care they need, a larg-
er proportion of what they had to pay 
before Medicare was enacted a genera-
tion ago. Many have to pay more as a 
proportion of their income. By 2025, if 
we do nothing, that proportion will 
have risen to 29 percent—29 percent, 
Mr. President. 

Too often, even with today’s Medi-
care benefits, too many senior citizens 
have to choose between putting food on 
the table, paying the rent, or pur-
chasing the health care they need. 

The typical Medicare beneficiary is a 
single woman, 76 years old, living 
alone, with an annual income of ap-
proximately $10,000. She has one or 
more chronic illnesses. She is a mother 
and a grandmother. Yet, we want to 
cut her Medicare benefits in order to 
pay for tax breaks for the wealthy. 

These are the women who will be un-
able to see a doctor, who will go with-
out needed prescription drugs or with-
out meals or heat, so that wealthy 
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Americans, earning hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars a year, can have addi-
tional thousands of dollars a year in 
tax breaks. This is the wrong priority. 
And America knows it is the wrong pri-
ority—even if Republicans in Congress 
do not. 

We all recall that 4 years ago Repub-
licans in Congress also tried to slash 
Medicare to pay for new tax breaks for 
the wealthy. They tried to slash Medi-
care by $270 billion to pay for $240 bil-
lion in tax cuts for wealthy individuals 
and corporations. We all remember. It 
was not that long ago. 

Mr. President, under the GOP pro-
posal, senior citizens would have seen 
their premiums skyrocket an addi-
tional $2,400 for elderly couples over 
the budget period. The deductible that 
senor citizens pay to see a physician 
would have doubled. The Medicare eli-
gibility age would have been raised to 
67. Protections against extra billing by 
doctors would have been rolled back. 

I can remember the debates we had 
on that, Mr. President, where you ef-
fectively have double billing, where 
they go on and they take what they get 
from Medicare, and then they send you 
another bill on top of that. We spent a 
long time to address that particular 
issue. And now it would be reopened 
again. 

Under the guise of preserving Medi-
care, Republicans had proposed to turn 
the program over to private insurance 
companies and force senior citizens to 
give up their family doctors and join 
HMOs. But President Clinton and 
Democrats in Congress stood firm 
against these regressive proposals, and 
they were not enacted into law. 

Now the Republicans on the Finance 
Committee and Ways and Means Com-
mittee are at it again. They are al-
ready drafting new so-called reforms 
for Medicare. No details have been re-
vealed, but the funds already ear-
marked for tax breaks for the wealthy 
under the Republican budget mean 
there is no alternative to harsh cuts in 
Medicare. 

As we debate these issues this week, 
the Republican response is predictable. 
They will deny they have any plans to 
cut Medicare. They will talk about $190 
billion additional over the period of 
time. The $190 billion they will say 
they are giving additional. That is just 
to keep the program going. If you cut 
any of that, you are providing addi-
tional kinds of cuts in Medicare. That 
is what the budget figures themselves 
show. 

Mr. President, they will deny they 
have any plans to cut Medicare. The 
American people will not be fooled. 
They know that the President’s plan 
will put Medicare on a sound financial 
footing for the next 2 decades without 
the benefit cuts, tax increases, and 
raising the retirement age. 

They also know the Republican plan 
will take the surplus, intended for 

Medicare, and squander it on the tax 
breaks. They know that the Republican 
plan for Medicare benefits means ben-
efit cuts for the elderly, not the honest 
protection of our senior citizens. 

This week the Democrats will offer 
amendments to assure this year’s budg-
et protects Medicare, not destroys it. 
Under our proposal, all the funds the 
President has proposed to earmark for 
Medicare will be placed in the Medicare 
trust fund. 

Our proposal will assure the solvency 
of Medicare for the next 21 years with-
out benefit cuts or tax increases or 
raising the retirement age. Repub-
licans will have a chance to vote on 
whether they are sincere about pro-
tecting Medicare. The vote on our pro-
posal will test whether they care more 
about senior citizens or tax breaks. 

The Republicans also try to confuse 
the issue. They will say it is wrong to 
put the surplus into Medicare. I say the 
workers of this country are the ones 
who earned this surplus. They want to 
use it to protect and preserve Medi-
care. 

Our Republican friends say that dedi-
cating 15 percent of the surplus will 
not solve Medicare’s financial problems 
beyond 2020. That is true. But assuring 
the solvency of Medicare for the next 
21 years is a giant accomplishment and 
a clear statement of our national prior-
ities, and it gives us time to develop 
longer-term programs that will bring 
down Medicare costs while protecting 
beneficiaries. 

If we fail to dedicate the surplus to 
Medicare, the only alternative is harsh 
benefit cuts and steep payroll tax in-
creases to make up the resources that 
our Democratic plan provides. The 
choice is clear. Congress must act to 
preserve the Medicare benefits that 
seniors depend on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Fine. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I will give additional 

time. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I see my friend and 

colleague on the floor, the Senator 
from California. I will come back later 
in the day. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, thank 

you for recognizing me. 
I note the presence of Senator BOXER. 

I have not given any opening remarks, 
and we are trying to line up some 
amendments. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to wait. 
Please. 

Mr. DOMENICI. But that will not 
preclude opening statements if the 
Senator has some. 

Mrs. BOXER. No problem. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 

convinced that, for some obvious rea-
son, the President and some on the 
other side of the aisle do not want to 

fix Medicare. I think it might be fair to 
say they would rather have an issue 
than to fix it. It is not true of every-
body, obviously. I have heard a number 
of Senators on both sides saying this is 
the year to reform Medicare. And, 
clearly, it can be reformed and fixed. 
There is no question about it. We saw 
that 10 Members out of 17—bipartisan—
came up with a proposal. 

I am hoping that after this budget 
resolution is completed—everybody 
knows there is plenty of latitude with-
in this budget resolution to reform 
Medicare; there is nothing about this 
resolution that denies the opportunity 
to reform it, repair it, fix it, for many 
decades to come—I am hopeful that 
perhaps the White House will tell us 
what their plan is. I think some of us, 
in due course, might like to sit down 
and talk to the President about it. We 
have all been very, very busy, and 
clearly this issue has, instead of get-
ting the attention it deserves, sort of 
slid by, and here it sits with accusa-
tions and insinuations instead of re-
form. 

Having said that, I would like to talk 
just a little bit before I give my re-
marks about the policy for our Nation 
for the next 10 years. I would like to 
make sure that everybody understands 
this is the only bill or resolution that, 
under the law, has a time limit and has 
a limit on how much you can speak on 
amendments. 

That means that, literally, the time 
will run out, and the more amendments 
we have, obviously, the more time it is 
going to take, because every vote and 
every quorum call does not count 
against this statutory timeframe. So if 
we are not careful and do not try to 
work together, we could be here well 
into Saturday, which I do not think 
anyone wants. We want to get our work 
done. 

I have just stated for the RECORD, so 
nobody will misunderstand, that we 
have the rest of today and the rest of 
tomorrow—and then that is Thursday 
night. Many think we want to be fin-
ished by that time. With the amount of 
time it takes to vote and the amount 
of time for debate, we could have very 
little done by tomorrow night and still 
have 20 hours left, I guess, or 25, 21. But 
clearly it puts us a long way from fin-
ishing. 

I hope amendments will be germane. 
I intend this year, in a way that will 
challenge the Senate, to raise some 
issues about germaneness if some of 
the proposals have no impact on the 
budget and are just here to be provoca-
tive and to have a vote on something. 

Having said that, Mr. President, fel-
low Senators, I suggest that the United 
States of America’s fiscal policy, eco-
nomic policy, as far as our Nation’s 
jobs and there being an abundance of 
jobs for our people, as far as there 
being good and even better jobs for our 
people, if they are educated and have 
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some basic skills, when we look at our 
policy today—our fiscal, economic, 
monetary policy—we are in absolutely 
fantastic condition versus the rest of 
the industrial world. 

In fact, we read with genuine con-
cern—not enthusiasm but concern—
how a great country like Germany is in 
the condition they are in. And, frankly, 
it bears talking about for a minute, be-
cause the United States is, and our 
economy is, strong and vibrant, be-
cause essentially we have a probusiness 
policy in many respects as compared 
with those who seek under other poli-
cies to compete in this world. 

We have low taxes compared to Ger-
many. We have many things that pro-
mote our competitiveness and help our 
businesses, large and small, compete, 
make money, hire people, pay them 
better, and pay more taxes. 

We ought to look out and see what is 
going wrong in the other parts of the 
world where their economies aren’t 
working. It is profoundly troublesome 
to see that the third largest economy 
in the world, Germany, is floundering. 
Watch what people are saying. They 
are saying: ‘‘We are overtaxed. We 
don’t have any freedom with reference 
to labor policies.’’ They are saying: 
‘‘We have the longest holidays, the 
longest vacations, people retire the 
earliest, they start to work later.’’ 
That great productive country, built 
mostly on the high productivity of 
their people, is faltering. 

We ought to learn from that. We 
ought to look at the next decade and 
say, How do we keep this prosperity 
going? I want to say right upfront, re-
gardless of what the White House says 
about this budget, one way to make 
sure this prosperity machine and our 
jobs continue into the next decade is to 
recognize that there is a genuine sur-
plus besides the Social Security sur-
plus, and we ought to think about how 
do we use that to make sure that 
America continues with a prosperity 
machine and growth. 

I submit that to put on hold cutting 
taxes for the American people is the 
wrong way to ensure that growth, pros-
perity, and the creation of jobs. Our op-
position, the Democratic Party and the 
White House, can use every bit of lan-
guage they can muster to talk about us 
having the wrong approach to tax cuts. 
Nobody knows what the tax cuts are 
going to be under this budget resolu-
tion, because the committees of this 
Congress have to make that decision. 

They can get up and talk about tax 
cuts for the rich all they want, but 
there is room in this budget resolution 
to fix the marriage tax penalty. There 
is room to fix the research credits that 
our American businesses ought to take. 
We ought to make it permanent and 
say they are there so you can grow and 
prosper and make more and more 
breakthroughs. There is allowance 
there for a capital gains change. Yes, 

there is money there, if it is the will of 
the Congress, to cut marginal rates. 

To say this budget resolution, in that 
regard, is to cut the taxes of the rich is 
untrue. Unequivocally, we believe when 
there is a surplus that is this big, and 
an American economy that we want to 
continue to flourish and grow—we have 
been told there are only three things 
you can do with a surplus for the good 
of America. 

They are, one, applying the surpluses 
to the debt to reduce the debt held by 
the public. People such as Alan Green-
span say if you could find a way to do 
that, that is the best way. We have put 
$1.8 trillion of this surplus, every cent 
of the Social Security surplus, against 
the debt. 

The President bragged about his 
budget, reducing the debt held by the 
public, and how putting money in trust 
funds but not spending it and waiting 
to redeem it later with an IOU would 
reduce the public debt. He said it re-
cently again as he summarized an an-
swer to a question. He reduces the debt 
held by the public less than this budget 
because he doesn’t put it on the debt. 
He puts it somewhere where it can be 
spent. As a matter of fact, in the first 
5 years of the President’s budget, he 
spends more than the whole surplus 
that was accumulated during that pe-
riod of time, the whole onbudget sur-
plus, that which could be used for tax 
cuts. Because it doesn’t necessarily be-
long to seniors, he spends more than 
the accumulation of that surplus in 
this budget. 

Now, frankly, there are some who 
will say the President’s budget isn’t be-
fore the Senate. We are going to make 
sure it is brought before us. Let’s see if 
we can vote on it, because the Presi-
dent has been claiming things about 
his budget that are not true. Let me 
start with one. 

There is not one nickel, not one 
penny, not one dollar, in this budget 
for prescription drugs. As a matter of 
fact, there are no new expenditures for 
Medicare in his budget because he de-
cided to put the surplus away so you 
couldn’t use it for anything else and 
put it in a trust fund that is not spent 
for Medicare. Two Cabinet members 
have told us there is not a nickel in 
here to be spent on prescription drugs. 
You wouldn’t believe that. That means 
you have to reform the program to get 
the prescription drugs. 

Mr. President, the Republican budget 
does a great job with reference to 
Medicare as compared to the Presi-
dent’s. We anxiously await a real plan. 
Since I don’t think there really is one 
here, we anxiously await his plan. We 
anxiously await the plan of those on 
the other side who are critical. 

Let’s see what their plan is. We in-
crease Medicare spending $200 billion 
more than the President over the next 
decade. He cuts about $20 billion over 
the next 10 years, but he would say it 

is just removing payments from hos-
pitals. That is where the money goes 
for the Medicare people of this country: 
It goes to hospitals, doctors, x ray 
equipment, MRIs, and all the other 
things. We don’t cut that $20 billion; it 
is still in the budget. On top of that, 
about $100 billion of the surplus is left 
unused—$100 billion—to be used in our 
budget, if necessary, for a Medicare re-
form package. 

I remind Members that the 10 mem-
bers of the special committee on Medi-
care, which the President whole-
heartedly joined last year in saying 
let’s let them tell us how to do it, 
didn’t even use any extra money and 
they covered the poor with prescription 
drugs through the reform of the pro-
gram. I am not suggesting that the 
whole thing can be fixed that way, but 
I give you that example, and we left 
$100 billion there for that purpose. 

We can go on. But I will proceed now 
to just evaluate our budget, little by 
little. First of all, we are beginning to 
ask the Senate to vote also on whether 
they want to save and apply to the debt 
100 percent of the Social Security sur-
plus. We do that. The reason it is im-
portant is because the President 
doesn’t do it. 

Now, the President, in the first few 
years of this, spends Social Security 
money. But he says if you wait 15 
years, there will be enough of it to 
make Social Security’s trust fund 
whole. Year by year, he uses portions 
of it until some point out in the future 
when the amount is small and then he 
leaves it all in the trust fund. 

As I see it, we are going to confront 
the issue of Medicare here on the floor. 
We are going to be delighted and 
pleased to tell the senior citizens of 
this country that very major Medicare 
reform awaits the cooperation of the 
President and that there is ample re-
sources in this budget to take care of 
that. 

I compliment the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE. She en-
couraged and got passed unanimously 
with every Democrat supporting it this 
source of money that won’t be used for 
anything else but can be used, if de-
sired, to help reform the Medicare. 

Let me quickly tick through what we 
do that we are proud of. One, the budg-
et accounts for every penny of the So-
cial Security trust fund and leaves it in 
the budget unspent to reduce the debt. 
Later on, we will introduce legislation 
to make it near impossible to spend it. 

We followed the leadership of the 
President, the minority leader, and 
many others, who said maintain the 
fiscal discipline established in the 1997 
agreement. The minority leader chal-
lenged us: Don’t break the caps, don’t 
break the agreement we entered into 3 
years ago. Stick to the caps. 

We did that. Now, watch, as the de-
bate progresses; there will be innumer-
able amendments saying they want 
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more money in domestic accounts. Our 
question will be, if you are going to 
stick with the caps, as recommended 
by your own leader on the minority 
side, what are you going to cut to 
make sure you can pay for more than 
we provided? We provided the caps, the 
exact amount required by law. Inciden-
tally, some think a budget resolution 
is in control of these budget spending 
limits. That statute says if you violate 
them without changing the law, you 
will cut every program in the Govern-
ment. It is called a sequester to enforce 
the agreed-upon limits. 

We return to the American taxpayer 
overpayments they made to the Fed-
eral Government, not only because 
they are entitled to it, but they should 
not wait 15 years for a tax cut, as im-
plied or recommended by some. We cre-
ate a non-Social Security surplus of 
more than $100 billion, which I have 
just described. It preserves the Social 
Security surplus balances of $1.8 tril-
lion over the next decade. It is not 
touched in the expenditure or the tax 
side of this budget because it belongs 
to the Social Security trust fund for 
use in reform and certainly not to 
spend. 

It is interesting on that score, while 
I am moving along, that nobody is 
going to vote for the President’s budg-
et because, as a matter of fact, in the 
first 5 years he spends $158 billion of 
the surplus belonging to Social Secu-
rity. After they all vote down here to 
keep 100 percent, how are they going to 
vote for the President’s budget when it 
spends it? 

The budget resolution has another 
challenge in it for us. We do not put a 
wall up between the defense expendi-
tures and domestic expenditures be-
cause things are tight. Senators want 
the opportunity—and the Budget Com-
mittee members wanted to preserve the 
opportunity—to argue over defense 
numbers versus domestic numbers. We 
will see some amendments today that 
will seek to take money from defense 
and spend it on something else; that is, 
if the amendments offered in com-
mittee are offered here. That probably 
won’t pass no matter on what you are 
going to spend the money on the do-
mestic side because we are on the verge 
of a war, and I am quite sure everybody 
would be frightened to take money out 
of defense for domestic programs at 
this point. But we will probably hear 
the argument. 

So we have increased spending on na-
tional security. And, yes, for those who 
say it is too tight a budget, I repeat, we 
followed the admonition of the minor-
ity leader who said, ‘‘Don’t break the 
caps,’’ and it is a fixed dollar number. 
We used the number. We divvied it up 
among all the programs of Govern-
ment. Some don’t like the way we ap-
portioned it, but I will tell you that we 
decided to put more in education, 
knowing that it will not go for categor-

ical programs in education of the past 
but will go down to the local level to be 
spent on reform measures, so long as 
there is accountability as one of the 
qualities. 

We put $3.3 billion more in the first 
year and $28 billion over the next 5 
years. That is over and above the $100 
billion we would expend in the next 5 
years. That is far in excess of what the 
President was able to do. Yet, the 
President said, ‘‘I am bound by the 
same caps and I am following them.’’ 
So we are following them also. We just 
decided other parts of Government 
could be cut more than he suggested, 
and we put it in priorities like defense 
and education. 

And, yes, the President speaks of 
what values do you reflect in the budg-
et. I have just expressed them. The tax-
payers—we worry about them. One of 
our values is to see that they don’t 
overpay their Government. Secondly, 
we want more for education. We are in 
an era of reform, and we are willing to 
say let’s put more in because it will be 
helpful to reform the educational proc-
ess. We said the President didn’t put in 
enough for veterans. We put in $1.1 bil-
lion more for veterans. That is our 
value. How can you take the medical 
system for veterans and cut it and not 
give it a slight increase, which every-
body knows it needs? We fully funded 
all the crime prevention laws, the 
trust-funded money that goes into 
crime prevention. These are good prior-
ities. 

There will be some who will stand up 
and say, yes, they are good, but you 
had to reduce foreign aid. Well, so be 
it. If we are going to all live by the 
same numbers, then let’s all talk about 
priorities. I remind everyone, if they 
want to exceed the targets, those caps, 
those limits on expenditures, clearly 
they need 60 votes to do it because it 
violates the Budget Act. That is how 
important it is. It is a major hurdle be-
cause we wanted fiscal responsibility. I 
am willing to listen to how difficult it 
will be to live within those limits. I un-
derstand it is. I don’t have a solution 
right now because I don’t see how you 
can report a budget resolution out that 
violates the budget law of the land. I 
don’t see how you can do that. I choose 
not to do that. The committee chose 
overwhelmingly not to do that. 

I might just suggest, if people are 
wondering about where the money 
might come from to establish the right 
priorities and still have to reduce other 
programs, the GAO recently reviewed 
the budget and they have a high-risk 
series which lists 26 areas in this budg-
et this year—nearly 40 percent—which 
have been high risk for 10 years. High 
risk, by definition, is programs that 
are vulnerable to waste, fraud and 
error. We leave them there. For the 
most part, we increase them every 
year, and we ask GAO to tell us which 
are the risky programs that we prob-

ably won’t get our dollar’s worth from. 
Then we do nothing about it. 

Second, it is clear that some pro-
grams won’t grow and will remain at 
the 1999 level and will have to be re-
duced below a freeze, as the President’s 
budget requested. We are going to take 
some of where he cut and reduced. I 
suggest that the committees and the 
administration take to heart the Gov-
ernment Performance and Results Act, 
which specifically identifies low-per-
forming and inefficient programs. I am 
sure some Senators are hearing for the 
first time that such lists and assess-
ments and evaluations exist. 

This resolution assumes reduced 
funding for political appointees in the 
administration. It assumes some man-
datory savings scored to appropriators 
in the area of the SSI Program and 
child support and enforcement.

The resolution assumes repeal of the 
depression era and arcane Davis-Bacon 
and Service Contract Act and other ad-
ministrative savings. 

The resolution assumes that Ginnie 
Mae will become a private operation 
and its auction creates nearly $2.8 bil-
lion in offsets next year. 

And, yes, the resolution assumes 
some of the administration’s proposed 
offsets, fees, are assumed for various 
agencies in the Federal Government—
FSIS and the President’s proposed $200 
million broadcasters lease fee. 

In the area of mandatory savings. 
The resolution does not assume any of 
the President’s nearly $20 billion reduc-
tions in Medicare over the next five 
years. Medicare spending will indeed 
increase from $195 billion this year by 
over $200 billion to a total of $395 bil-
lion in 2009, an annual increase of 7.3 
percent. 

And the resolution assumes $6.0 bil-
lion in additional resources will be al-
located to the Agriculture Committee 
to address the issue of depressed in-
comes in that sector. 

Finally, the resolution assumes that 
expiring savings provisions in 2002, 
that were enacted in the 1997 Balanced 
Budget agreement, will be extended. 
This applies to all such provisions ex-
cept expiring Medicare savings provi-
sions. Between 2003 and 2009 these pro-
visions would save less than $20 billion. 

For revenues the resolution assumes 
that tax reductions will be phased in 
and over the next five years will return 
overpayments to the American public 
of nearly $142 billion and $778 billion 
over the next ten years. For 2000, paid 
for tax cuts of up to $15 billion are pos-
sible. 

How these tax reductions are carried 
out will of course be determined by the 
Finance Committee and ultimately the 
Congress and the President. 

However, I believe elimination or re-
duction in the marriage penalty could 
easily be accommodated within these 
levels as well as extension of expiring 
R&D tax credits, self employed health 
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insurance deductions, certain edu-
cation credits and or general reduc-
tions in tax rates phased in over time. 

Finally, the resolution, being cau-
tious, over a 10 year period, projects a 
non-budget surplus of over $100 billion. 
This money could be needed for unex-
pected emergencies or contingencies, it 
also could support the cost of funding 
transition costs for Medicare reform, 
or if nothing else it will continue to 
further retire debt held by the public. 

Two procedural issues need to be 
noted—a rule change as it relates to 
defining emergencies and a clarifica-
tion that when there is an on-budget 
surplus, those amounts are not subject 
to pay-go rules. 

Let me close by saying that under 
this resolution, debt held by the public 
will decline by nearly $463 billion more 
than under the President’s budget. 

This is true even if one treats the 
President’s government equity pur-
chases as debt reduction. 

Why do we reduce debt more than the 
President? 

First, the President spends $158 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus over 
the next 5 years. In contrast, the com-
mittee reported resolution saves the 
entire Social Security surplus. 

And second, let me remind the Sen-
ate of one other thing about the Presi-
dent’s spending proposal which may 
surprise many—his spending costs 
more than the resolution’s assumed tax 
reductions. This is true over both the 5 
year and 10 year period. 

The President’s budget spends 35 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus 
over the next five years on programs 
unrelated to Social Security or Medi-
care. 

The resolution before us today as-
sumes that we return to the American 
taxpayer their overpayments and this 
sum of money is less smaller than the 
President’s spending increases. 

That is why we can save the entire 
Social Security surplus and why he can 
not. 

That is also why the administration 
is opposed to the Social Security lock 
box idea, because that would stop them 
from spending the Social Security sur-
plus. 

We will have more to say about the 
President’s budget plan later in the de-
bate, when we let the full Senate con-
sider whether they want to support his 
budget plan or not. 

For now however, what is before the 
Senate is S. Con. Res. 20. It is a good 
resolution. It is a reasonable resolu-
tion. 

Once again it does four things: 
It protects 100% Social Security sur-

pluses. 
It maintains the fiscal discipline this 

Senate overwhelmingly supported in 
1997 and was most recently reaffirmed 
by the minority leader. 

It returns to the American public 
their tax overpayments. 

And finally, it prudently and cau-
tiously projects on-budget surpluses for 
further debt reduction or for sup-
porting unexpected emergencies, and 
possible transition costs for true Medi-
care reform like the one recently voted 
on by 11 of the 17 members of the Na-
tional Commission on the future of 
Medicare. 

It is a good start on budgeting into 
the next century. 

Mr. President, I will also comment 
on those from the agricultural sectors. 
We got your letter and your concerns 
of a bipartisan nature. The resolution 
assumes $6 billion in additional re-
sources to be allocated to the Agri-
culture Committee to address issues of 
the depressed parts of the agricultural 
community. 

I am going to stop at this time and 
merely indicate that this debate will 
proceed. Amendments will be forth-
coming. I am hopeful that when the 
day ends, we will have a budget resolu-
tion similar to this one, and let’s see 
how the year evolves as we try to im-
plement it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

thank the chairman. I have an under-
standing that we are going to go from 
side to side. At this point, I yield to 
the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you so much, 
Mr. President. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking member, Senator LAU-
TENBERG. 

I was so pleased to be a member of 
the Senate Budget Committee in the 
House. I was on the House Budget Com-
mittee for 6 years. To me, the Budget 
Committee is very important, because 
what we in essence do is present a 
roadmap for the priorities of this coun-
try. I think it is key to the people, the 
decisions we make here. How much are 
we going to spend on education? How 
much are we going to spend on Social 
Security, Medicare? How much are we 
going to spend on the military? And on 
and on—Border Patrol. Every single 
item comes under scrutiny in the 
Budget Committee. Although we may 
not make detailed recommendations, 
we essentially say to the American 
people—and we have to feel good about 
what we do—this is how we are going 
to spend the taxpayers’ money and we 
hope you will be pleased with it. 

Mr. President, I am not pleased with 
what we do about Medicare in this 
budget. That is what brings me to my 
feet today. 

The President took the leadership on 
this budget when he challenged Con-
gress—Members on both sides of the 
aisle—to save Social Security and 
Medicare and to do something about 
the low rate of savings in America 
today. So he came forward with a very 
good suggestion. He said set side 62 per-
cent of the surplus for Social Security, 

set aside 15 percent of the surplus for 
Medicare, and set aside 12 percent of 
the surplus for targeted tax cuts, which 
will help our people increase their sav-
ings for the future. 

The good news is that both sides of 
the aisle have agreed on Social Secu-
rity. Both sides in the Senate have 
agreed to set aside every penny of the 
Social Security surplus every year for 
Social Security. The bad news is that 
nothing—I say ‘‘nothing’’—was done 
for Medicare by the Republicans in this 
committee. We tried to work with 
them. Senators LAUTENBERG and 
CONRAD spoke eloquently on the point 
and offered a number of amendments. 
They will do so again. Yet, on a 
straight party line vote, we were un-
able to budge our Republican friends. 

I have to say this: Having seen a par-
ent wind up in a very difficult position 
in a nursing home and having seen her 
be able to hold her head up high be-
cause she has Social Security and 
Medicare, they are twin pillars of the 
social safety net. Why do I say this? 
Because if you ask our elderly what 
they fear, what they fear is getting 
sick and they cannot rely on their 
Medicare. If their Medicare becomes 
out of reach for them, if it no longer 
protects them, then they will have to 
use their Social Security to pay for 
their health care costs, and they will 
wind up in very bad shape. 

So, to me, you can’t stand up with a 
straight face and say you are helping 
seniors in this country, you are helping 
our people get through their golden 
years, if you do not help Medicare, as 
well as Social Security. 

There are those on the other side who 
we will hear say, ‘‘Oh, these Demo-
crats. All they want to do is throw 
money at Medicare. They don’t want to 
reform it.’’ That isn’t so. But we do 
know we need to do both. We need to 
set aside funds from the surplus to get 
us through these years coming for 
Medicare; also, let’s look at the re-
forms of the program. 

As Senator KENNEDY said, the pro-
posal we will put before the Senate will 
save Medicare through the year 2020. 
That is nothing to scoff at. Then we 
have the time to work on the reforms. 
We need to make sure that those re-
forms, in fact, are good reforms and 
that ‘‘reform’’ does not become another 
word for ‘‘repeal.’’ We don’t want to re-
peal Medicare. We don’t want to 
change Medicare in such a way that it 
no longer is that peace of mind for our 
seniors. We want to fix it so that it 
continues to work. 

I hope it will be different on the Sen-
ate floor than it was in the committee. 
Shockingly, almost every vote, almost 
every vote—I will not say every amend-
ment, but certainly every vote—to save 
Medicare was a straight party line. We 
see more and more of it. I see Senator 
MURRAY on the floor, a member of this 
committee, who was talking to me 
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about how shocked she was that in the 
markup of the Patients’ Bill of Rights 
it was party line all the way. What has 
become of us? 

These are issues we should work to-
gether on. I am sad that we are not 
able to do it. On the other hand, I rec-
ognize that there are legitimate dif-
ferences between the parties. It is for 
the people to judge as to who they feel 
is going to keep Medicare going. 

I want to share a couple of charts 
with you. It seems to me that what we 
ought to be doing in this budget is se-
curing America’s future. In the budget 
we envision, and the kind of amend-
ments we will be offering, we want to 
do a few things. We want to save Social 
Security. I again credit my Republican 
friends. We have worked together. This 
is done. 

We also want to strengthen Medicare. 
Mr. President, it is not done in this 
budget. There isn’t a slim dime set 
aside for Medicare, despite the fact 
that we were talking about last year 
what we would do with the tobacco tax, 
should it be enacted. Members on the 
other side of the aisle said: If you have 
extra funds, save Medicare. I don’t 
know what happened. We will hear 
more about that in the debate as it 
unfolds. 

Also, we should cut taxes to help or-
dinary Americans save. Those kinds of 
targeted tax cuts, more modest than 
the ones in the budget before us, are 
the ones we ought to be supporting. So, 
yes, we support tax cuts, but we want 
them to go to ordinary Americans who 
need those tax cuts. Yes, we want to 
strengthen Medicare by setting aside 15 
percent of the surplus for Medicare. 

I think it is stunning to look at this 
budget. This is what this budget does 
with the surplus vis-a-vis Medicare and 
tax cuts. My Republican friends will 
say, ‘‘Well, we do spend money on 
Medicare.’’ Yes, they spend the money. 
But nothing out of the surplus—noth-
ing to address the problem in the fu-
ture once we have a problem. 

The good news story is that we are 
living longer. This is good. All the 
work we do around here to increase 
spending on health research is paying 
off. All the investment we make in the 
private sector and make in high tech-
nology is paying off. People are living 
longer. This is good; this isn’t some-
thing to be sad about. But yet it has to 
be addressed. If we don’t address it, we 
not only hurt the aging population, but 
the children of the aging population 
whose problem it will be when mom 
and pop can no longer afford health in-
surance—and they may be uninsured—
or have to dip into their pocket to a 
great extent when hit with a disease. 

Just take a look at this. I ask the 
question, Is it fair? Is it fair? Tax 
cuts—$1.7 trillion; zero investment in 
Medicare out of the surplus. I don’t see 
how this could be supported. Senators 
LAUTENBERG, CONRAD, KENNEDY, and 

others will be offering us an oppor-
tunity to do something about this. I 
hope we will. 

I have a final chart that I want to 
show. 

So you say to yourself, OK, the Re-
publicans are giving these tax cuts out 
of the surplus; not a dime for Medicare. 
Who is getting the benefit? My friends, 
I have to tell you, if you earn over 
$833,000 a year, you are going to get a 
good benefit from this Republican tax 
plan because you are going to get an 
average of $20,697 back a year. 

In other words, the top 1 percent will 
average $20,697 a year back in their 
taxes. That is twice as much almost as 
the minimum wage. And we can’t get 
support from the other side of the aisle 
to raise the minimum wage. People 
who get up and work hard, get dirt 
under their fingernails every day, earn 
about $11,000 a year. We can’t get any-
one to raise it again. 

But look at this, folks: $20,697 aver-
age back to the top 1 percent every 
year, and the bottom 60 percent of tax-
payers, that is, whose income is below 
$38,000, get back $99. This is paid for by 
essentially ignoring Medicare. I say to 
my friends: $99 a year; yes, it is good to 
get that back. But how far does that go 
when mom and dad call you and say, 
‘‘My Medicare premiums just went up a 
huge amount. You have to help me; I 
can’t pay the premium’’? I say that $99 
will be gone pretty darned quick. 

So I just don’t think it is fair. I re-
spect my friends. They think this is 
good policy. I know they believe it in 
their hearts. As a matter of fact, 
shockingly—I had an amendment in 
the committee. Do you know what it 
said? It said that the substantial bene-
fits of the Tax Code, of any Tax Code 
that winds its way through here, 
should go to the first 85 percent of tax-
payers rather than the top 15 percent. 
And to my shock, my dear colleagues 
on the other side would not even let us 
vote. They had a substitute. They did 
not like it. They supported it last year, 
but they said this year times are dif-
ferent. They do not support it now. 

So the reason I love this debate, on 
the one hand, is there are such clear 
differences in the philosophy of the 
parties, as evidenced by the votes that 
were taken in the Budget Committee. 
But I have to say I was disappointed. 
Even an amendment I offered—and I 
know, again, my colleagues will speak 
on their own amendments—that simply 
said without adding a penny let’s make 
sure we fund afterschool programs out 
of the increase in the education budget, 
except for one colleague, every Repub-
lican voted it down. One Republican 
colleague joined me, but it failed on an 
11–11 vote. They will not even say that 
afterschool care should be a priority 
within the education budget, because 
the philosophy is let the local govern-
ment decide. 

What if the local government decided 
to spend it to put a shower in the prin-

cipal’s office instead of on afterschool? 
I think there ought to be some ac-
countability for the tax dollars we send 
back. We are not saying you have to 
use it. We are saying if you apply for 
the funds, whether it is for afterschool 
or more teachers in the classroom—we 
could not even get a vote ‘‘yes’’ on that 
one. So I am proud to be here today to 
stand up for the priorities I started off 
talking about: Saving Social Secu-
rity—which I give my friends credit 
for, we do—or strengthening Medicare, 
which they do not do. We are going to 
offer some amendments, so we hope 
they will do it. And to cut taxes, not 
for the wealthiest Americans, but for 
ordinary Americans. 

I want to say a word to my colleague, 
Senator LAUTENBERG. He and Senator 
DOMENICI may not agree, but they get 
along and it is a wonderful thing for us 
to see. Because, as tough as it is to dis-
agree on these issues, there is a certain 
friendship and comity that pervades 
that committee because of their exam-
ple. I thank them for that. I hope my 
colleague, Senator LAUTENBERG, will 
rethink his decision to retire because 
we will miss him too much. 

But the amendments that he will 
offer symbolize what he is about, which 
is standing up and fighting for the lit-
tle people, the people who need us. Be-
fore Medicare, we had old men and 
women destitute, destitute. And my 
friend, Senator LAUTENBERG, is an ex-
ample of the American dream when he 
tells me the story of his mother who 
ran a bakery. She was widowed and she 
raised her family. 

He served his country. He became a 
very successful businessman, and 
against his own economic interests, 
takes positions here that are for the 
good of the people. As he stands up and 
talks about Medicare, I know it is from 
the heart. I hope we will follow his 
leadership. I hope we will get a bipar-
tisan vote to save Medicare. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 

going to yield as much time to Senator 
GRAMM as he would like, although I am 
going to ask him in the interest of oth-
ers to do a little less than the 1 hour he 
would give to his class in economics 
over there at Texas A&M. 

But I want to read something to the 
Senate before I yield to him, just in re-
sponse to my good friend, Senator 
BOXER from California. She suggested 
we would not accept her resolution 
with reference to what the tax cut 
should be all about. Let me read what 
the committee adopted unanimously. I 
think it is a pretty good definition of 
what we ought to do with the tax cut:

It is the sense of the Senate that this con-
current resolution on the budget assumes 
any reductions in taxes should be structured 
to benefit working families by providing 
family tax relief and incentives to stimulate 
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savings, investment, job creation, and eco-
nomic growth.

I think those are the kinds of things 
we all ought to be looking at in a tax 
package as it moves its way through. 

I yield to Senator GRAMM. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am 

going to talk mostly about Social Se-
curity and Medicare, but I want to an-
swer two of the points that our dear 
colleague from California raised. First, 
she says, Is it fair to give a tax cut and 
to give nothing to Medicare? The 
Domenici budget gives this big tax cut 
and gives nothing to Medicare. Let me 
just change the question a little. It is 
not, Is it fair? The question is, Is it 
true? And the answer is no. 

Let me just ask our colleagues to 
look at page 54 of the report on the 
concurrent budget resolution for the 
fiscal year 2000. This is the budget re-
ported from the Budget Committee. It 
provides, beginning this year, for Medi-
care, $194.6 billion, and by 2009 that has 
risen to $394.2 billion. So the Domenici 
budget provides $199 billion of addi-
tional money for Medicare by the end 
of the 10-year period. 

Let me just make two points. No. 1, 
Medicare has never grown by more 
than it grows under the Domenici 
budget. No. 2, no program has ever 
grown as much as Medicare grows over 
this 10-year period. There is not one 
cut in one Medicare benefit in the 
Domenici budget. In fact, the Presi-
dent’s budget cuts the Medicare Pro-
gram. The Domenici budget fully funds 
it. 

So we all have a right to our opin-
ions, but we do not have a right to our 
facts. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
for a retort? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield. 
Mrs. BOXER. What I said clearly is of 

course there is funding there for Medi-
care. I said: Out of the surplus. There 
was nothing out of the surplus. I was 
very clear to state of course the com-
mittee takes care of Medicare under 
the current condition, but doesn’t take 
anything out of the surplus. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator for 
the clarification, but the point is every 
penny of this $199 billion is out of the 
surplus because, if it were not pro-
vided, that money would be in the sur-
plus. The point is, and I want to be sure 
nobody is confused, the Domenici budg-
et provides full funding for Medicare 
over the next 10 years. It has not one 
cut in one benefit anywhere for Medi-
care. In fact, no budget in the history 
of America has provided the funding in-
crease for Medicare that is provided in 
this budget, and no program, except 
the buildup for a war effort, in the his-
tory of mankind has ever provided the 
increase we provide for Medicare. So no 
one should get the impression that in 
any way this budget does not fully fund 
Medicare. It does. 

Second, and I do not want to get off 
on this same old debate, dragging the 
same old dead cat across the table, but 
it is always an amazing thing to me 
that when Democrats talk about tax 
cuts, they think it is always for rich 
people. When I heard the story, that 
Senator DOMENICI’s mama was out 
picking lettuce and she started having 
Senator DOMENICI, and they took her in 
the house and Senator DOMENICI was 
born in this house. I don’t know why 
anyone would think Senator DOMENICI 
does not love working people. I don’t 
know why our Democrat colleagues, 
most of whom are very wealthy people, 
why they have this monopoly on loving 
poor people and Senator DOMENICI, the 
child of an immigrant family, somehow 
he does not love working people. 

Let me tell you what the whole par-
adox is about. Our colleagues on the 
Democrat side of this body have discov-
ered that we have a progressive income 
tax. Senator DOMENICI, what that 
means is that American workers in the 
bottom half of the income scale pay 
virtually no income taxes. And people 
who are in the higher income brackets 
pay very high levels of income taxes. 

So, for example, if we had an across-
the-board tax cut where we reduced 
everybody’s taxes by 10 percent, a pro-
posal that was made by John F. Ken-
nedy who, last time I looked, was a 
Democrat—of course he believed that 
rising tides lift all boats. I don’t know 
if Democrats still believe that. It was 
President Kennedy, in 1961, who pro-
posed an across-the-board tax cut. 
‘‘Let’s get America moving again’’ was 
the Kennedy slogan. 

When you cut taxes across the board, 
there are two things that everybody 
ought to understand, because our Dem-
ocrat colleagues are going to go on and 
on and on about it. No. 1 is, some peo-
ple do not get a tax cut if you cut in-
come taxes across the board. Why? Be-
cause they don’t pay income taxes. 
Some people don’t get Medicare be-
cause they are not senior citizens. 
Some people don’t get welfare because 
they are not poor. Some people don’t 
get Senate salaries because they don’t 
work for the Senate. But tax cuts are 
for taxpayers. You don’t pay taxes, you 
don’t get a tax cut. 

Secondly, some people will get a big-
ger tax cut with an across-the-board 
tax cut than others. That shouldn’t 
come as any shock, because some peo-
ple pay more income tax than others. 
This budget does not make this judg-
ment; this budget simply provides 
money for a tax cut. We will decide in 
the Finance Committee what it is. 

I personally support an across-the-
board tax cut. If you want to figure out 
how much you get—it is very simple 
and couldn’t be fairer, in my opinion—
take the amount you pay, take 10 per-
cent of it, that is how much you would 
save if we had a 10 percent across-the-
board tax cut. If you don’t pay any in-

come taxes, you don’t get any tax cut. 
If you pay a little income taxes, you 
get a little tax cut. If you pay a lot of 
income taxes, you get a lot of tax cuts, 
but you don’t get back what you don’t 
pay. Simple formula. 

Let me talk about my two issues. 
The President, 2 years ago, said in 

the State of the Union Address a bril-
liant line—‘‘Save Social Security 
first.’’ It was a brilliant line. Every-
body stood up and applauded. We wait-
ed a whole year and the President 
never told us how to save Social Secu-
rity first, last, or ever—never had a 
program. It was simply a bumper stick-
er, a slogan. Then this year the Presi-
dent said, ‘‘Oh, the year has come for 
us to save Social Security.’’ He said, 
‘‘Don’t just save it first; save it now.’’ 
We all stood up, standing ovation. We 
all applauded. 

And we had a big conference down at 
the White House. One of my Democrat 
colleagues was smart enough not to go. 
He had already figured out that this 
was a political sham. But I went. I sat 
through all these meetings. I sat in a 
meeting with the President. We had 
about 60 Members of Congress there. He 
went around the room and asked people 
their opinion, agreed with everybody. 
Then, when we left, we waited for a 
program. 

Finally, the program came. Let me 
say, not to mince words but to be pre-
cise with the English language, it was 
a total and complete political cop-out. 
It was a political punt. It was a pro-
gram that basically said: We are not 
going to make any decision other than 
we are going to claim that we are lock-
ing all this money away for Social Se-
curity. I am going to explain how the 
hoax works. 

The second issue that is a major dis-
appointment in the President’s budget 
and the President’s proposal is Medi-
care. I was appointed to the Medicare 
Commission led by Senator BREAUX, a 
Democrat. We put together a bipar-
tisan coalition to save Medicare. The 
President killed the Commission. Then 
he makes a proposal that does not give 
Medicare a dime, not a dime of new re-
sources. It simply reduces debt and 
gives Medicare credit for it in a sort of 
nebulous IOU that can’t be spent for 15 
years, and can only be spent then if we 
raise taxes or cut other spending to re-
deem the IOUs. 

I want to talk about Social Security 
and Medicare the way Bill Clinton does 
it. A lot of my colleagues have racked 
their brains to try to figure out how 
the President saves Social Security. 
Let me explain it to you. I have a chart 
here, and I hope people can follow it. 

What I show on the first chart is 
plotting out over time the Social Secu-
rity surplus, which starts out here at 
the current level of $137.6 billion and 
then it grows over time. That is the 
amount of money we are taking in, in 
Social Security taxes, that we are not 
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spending on benefits, plus the interest 
we are earning on the IOUs that Social 
Security has from the Federal Govern-
ment. 

In addition to the Social Security 
surplus, we have a general budget sur-
plus from the rest of government that 
is shown here as B. The total budget 
surplus, counting the Social Security 
surplus and the non-Social Security 
surplus, is the combination of the two 
I have shown in blue here. 

Here is what the President does. The 
President takes the Social Security 
surplus, which this year is $137.6 bil-
lion. They have a guy over in the 
Treasury who puts into a computer the 
number $137.6 billion, and out in West 
Virginia there is this little Federal of-
fice with a steel filing cabinet. They 
have a printout machine, and this 
prints out this IOU for $137.6 billion. I 
have seen them on television—at least 
a man and a woman working there. 
They may have 10,000 people, but I have 
seen only 2. The guy normally does it. 
He goes up and he takes it off the ma-
chine, tears it off, takes the perforated 
edges off, and takes the carbon copy 
off. Then he puts it in that metal filing 
cabinet. This is an IOU from the Gov-
ernment to the Social Security Admin-
istration. This literally happens. That 
is the $137 billion. 

The problem is, we do not have $137 
billion, because the unified surplus, 
when you add the two together, Social 
Security and non-Social Security, is 
only $134.6 billion, because we are run-
ning an actual deficit in the non-Social 
Security part of the budget of $2.9 bil-
lion. 

What the President does is, he takes 
the $134.6 billion we have in cash and 
he says: Let’s take 62 percent of that. 
That 62 percent is shown in light green 
here. That is 62 percent of the total 
budget surplus. He says: Let’s spend 38 
percent of that. Now, that is $52.3 bil-
lion. 

Remember, every penny of this sur-
plus is Social Security, but in his budg-
et he spends $53 billion of this surplus. 
Then he says: We are going to give So-
cial Security $83.5 billion. So they al-
ready have this IOU in West Virginia 
for the blue, the Social Security sur-
plus, and now we are going to give 
them an IOU for the green, 62% of the 
unified surplus, which of course came 
from the Social Security surplus. 

So what we do, we start with $137.6 
billion in Social Security surplus. We 
don’t really have it. We are $2.9 billion 
short, because we already spent that. 
The President prints out an IOU in 
West Virginia, and then he takes $134 
billion, every penny from Social Secu-
rity, and he spends $52 billion of it. 
Then he takes $83 billion that is left 
and gives it to Social Security again. 

You might ask, how, with $134 bil-
lion, do you give Social Security $221 
billion? Well, how you do it is, you give 
them $137.6 billion and you already 

have spent $2.9 billion so you have $134 
billion. You spend another 38 percent of 
it, and that leaves you with $83 billion, 
and you gave that to Social Security. 
So what the President has done is dou-
ble-counted $83.5 billion of the Social 
Security surplus. 

The amazing thing to me is that Sen-
ator DOMENICI, Senator LAUTENBERG, 
and I have seen many budgets come 
and go, and we know we have seen ad-
ministrations, Democrat and Repub-
lican, who made rosy assumptions 
about the future—of course, nobody 
knew what was going to happen in the 
future—that did all kinds of things, but 
nothing of the scale of double-counting 
the Social Security trust fund. In the 
20 years in the House and the Senate 
that I have watched budgets come and 
I have watched them go—more go than 
come, in many cases—I have never be-
fore seen the level of dishonesty that 
exists in the budget President Clinton 
has submitted this year. 

It is not rosy assumptions about the 
future, it is plain fraudulent book-
keeping. 

The amazing thing to me—having ap-
peared on television with senior offi-
cials of the Clinton administration to 
talk about this issue, having listened 
to them in testimony—is how educated 
people who have credibility inde-
pendent of serving in the Clinton ad-
ministration can come before the pub-
lic and come before the Congress and 
defend this; it is totally beyond my 
comprehension. 

It is totally beyond my ability to un-
derstand the willingness of people to 
say something that they know, because 
every one of them took freshman ac-
counting in college—if a freshman eco-
nomic student at Harvard had proposed 
this double-counting scheme, our dear 
colleague, Larry Summers, the smart-
est guy in the Clinton administration, 
would have given him an F. And yet 
poor Larry Summers is dragged on CBS 
television to defend double-counting 
bookkeeping. 

Having gone through it, let me just 
show you some of the manifestations of 
it. If you take the President’s budget, 
he claims that he is locking away $5.8 
trillion for Social Security in the fu-
ture. Remember, these are all IOUs, 
and it does not make any difference 
whether you have one or you have a 
cigar box full. They all are commit-
ments for which we are going to raise 
taxes, cut spending, or borrow money 
in the future. But I am simply talking 
about gimmicks. 

The President claims $5.8 trillion 
that he has put in the Social Security 
trust fund. But yet when you look at 
what he has actually locked away, it is 
only $2.2 trillion. Let me just show you 
the numbers from his own budget. 

This is the first document that comes 
from the Social Security Administra-
tion, and it shows the President’s pro-
posal:

Under the President’s plan, the Social Se-
curity trust fund will rise from $864 billion 
to $6.6 trillion, an increase of $5.8 trillion 
during the year 2000 to 2014.

That is what the President says he is 
doing, locking away $5.8 trillion for So-
cial Security. But when you actually 
look, I say to Senator DOMENICI, at the 
President’s budget from the Office of 
Management and Budget, there is a 
‘‘Social Security lockbox transfer used 
to redeem debt.’’ They are not redeem-
ing $5.8 trillion, the amount set aside 
for Social Security, they are redeeming 
$2.183 trillion. 

What happened to the other $3.6 tril-
lion? It is missing. You cannot find it 
in their books. What happened to it? It 
is a funny thing about double-counting 
bookkeeping, you can double count all 
you want, but when you finally open up 
the box, you only have in there what 
you put in there. That is basically 
what the President does. 

When our colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle say the Presi-
dent does these great things for Social 
Security, what he does for Social Secu-
rity is double count the entries he is 
making in the Social Security trust 
fund, but nothing the President does in 
any way will pay any benefit past 2012 
because at that point we open this box, 
and all it has is IOUs. Then we have to 
raise taxes or cut spending or cut So-
cial Security benefits, or we have to 
borrow money to pay for it. 

Finally, let me read you a quote. 
Probably the best summary of the Clin-
ton Social Security proposal was in a 
major article by David E. Rosenbaum 
in the New York Times on March 24. 
Here is his summary of what he calls 
‘‘the shell game’’ in the Clinton Social 
Security proposal. Listen to this quote. 
He is talking about the Clinton plan on 
Social Security:

The plan does nothing more than throw 
new IOUs at the problem and avoids tough 
choices needed to keep subsequent genera-
tions from having to pay the bills for the re-
tirement of the baby boomers.

What is being called a plan to save 
Social Security is, in fact, a phony 
bookkeeping scheme to double count 
the number of IOUs put into Social Se-
curity. Not only is it fraudulent, but it 
is a hoax, because the IOUs in Social 
Security do nothing to pay benefits. 
You cannot pay benefits with IOUs. 
You have to have money, and the only 
way you can get money is to tax or to 
cut spending or to borrow the money 
from the general public. 

The second hoax in the Clinton budg-
et is the hoax of Medicare. This year, 
the President killed the Medicare Com-
mission report, and his alternative to 
it was to send an IOU to Medicare. He 
said, going back to this surplus, ‘‘Look, 
we started out with $134 billion and we 
gave $221 billion of it to Social Secu-
rity. That worked great. Having taken 
134 and given 221 of the 134 to Social 
Security, why don’t we give 15 percent 
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to Medicare? It worked great for Social 
Security, let’s do it for Medicare.’’ 

So what he does is he sends this 
meaningless IOU to Medicare only, as 
Senator DOMENICI was the first to dis-
cover, there is a big caveat on this IOU, 
and that is, you cannot spend it. He 
does not provide any new benefits. 

He talks about drug benefits and how 
wonderful it would be to have them, 
but he provides not one penny for drug 
benefits. None of this money can be 
spent under the President’s budget. It 
is simply a meaningless IOU. I guess we 
will open another office in West Vir-
ginia and we will hire people and they 
will print out the IOU for Medicare and 
put it in a metal filing cabinet, but 
does it fund one prescription drug? No. 
Does it pay for one day in the hospital? 
No. Does it pay for one home health 
care visit? No. 

If it does not do any of those things, 
what good is it? It is good because it is 
a political weapon. The President can 
say, ‘‘I gave 15 percent of the surplus to 
Medicare.’’ You cannot spend it. It will 
not buy any of these things, but I did 
it. 

The point is, Senator DOMENICI could 
have done all these things, and more, if 
he were willing to use phony book-
keeping. But thank goodness he is not 
willing to use phony bookkeeping. He 
did fund—fully fund—for 10 years Medi-
care. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me make a con-
cluding point, and then I will be happy 
to yield. 

The President had a once-in-a-life-
time opportunity to save Social Secu-
rity this year, and he did not do it. The 
President had a once-in-a-lifetime op-
portunity with a bipartisan commis-
sion to plant the seeds to save Medi-
care, and he did not do it. To use a par-
ody on a very famous commercial, the 
Presidency is a terrible thing to waste, 
and President Clinton has wasted Pres-
idential leadership on Medicare and So-
cial Security with phony programs 
that serve no purpose except to mislead 
the American public and to prevent 
real debate on these issues. 

I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to ask the Senator, in terms of 
the President transferring some bal-
ances into the Medicare trust fund and 
taking IOUs back, we all know right 
now there is an assessment of when the 
Medicare Program will stop generating 
enough money to pay its bills. Remem-
ber, that date is 2008——

Mr. GRAMM. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. When there will be 

less money coming in than the bills 
calling for it. 

Does the President’s plan change 
that fact? 

Mr. GRAMM. No. In fact, it provides 
no new money in the year 2008 to cover 
that deficit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you. 
Mr. GRAMM. I say, in conclusion, 

that the Domenici budget has a real 
process to lower the debt limit that the 
Government operates under to assure 
that not one penny of Social Security 
money will be spent on anything else. 
We will have a vote on that lockbox. 
Many people who say, ‘‘We want to 
stop the plundering of Social Secu-
rity,’’ will have an opportunity to do 
it, because the Domenici proposal will 
stop Social Security money being spent 
for any other purpose. I intend to sup-
port it. 

I congratulate Senator DOMENICI. 
And I yield the floor. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask that Sen-
ator MURRAY of Washington be recog-
nized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator MUR-
RAY, is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague 
from New Jersey, the ranking member 
on the Budget Committee, who has 
worked with us for a number of years 
in putting together these budgets. I 
join my colleagues in wishing him well 
on his retirement and thank him for 
the work he has done for so many peo-
ple throughout his career. 

Mr. President, I rise today to express 
my strong opposition to the pending 
fiscal year 2000 budget resolution that 
is before us here today and my deep 
concern and disappointment with the 
priorities that have been laid out in 
this budget. I remind my colleagues 
that budgets are not about today; they 
are about tomorrow. Failure to estab-
lish a framework for Federal spending 
that focuses on the future is a serious 
mistake. 

Last week during the consideration 
of the resolution in the Budget Com-
mittee, I was really amazed at our lack 
of focus on investing in our future and 
our complete disregard for the impact 
of the decisions we were making on 
hard-working families. The mistake 
that we all made during committee 
consideration was our failure to put a 
human face on our discussions. We sim-
ply lost sight of the human and social 
costs of our decisions. 

The focus of this budget that is be-
fore us and the focus of the debate in 
committee seemed to be based solely 
on politically expedient tax cuts. There 
was no discussion on extending the sol-
vency of Social Security or Medicare 
and what our failure to address these 
issues will mean for working families. 
There was no attempt to address the 
shortfalls in our investment in public 
education, our public health, environ-
ment, veterans health care, child care, 
food safety, Older Americans Act, 
Medicare, Medicaid. These are not just 
spending programs, these are invest-

ments in our quality of life and in our 
future economic security. 

When we talk about education, a lot 
of the talk we hear on the floor is jar-
gon—jargon—about flexibility and 
block grants and Federal mandates. No 
one talks about walking into a class-
room of 40 young children and looking 
into their faces as they struggle to 
learn. I cannot say strongly enough, 
there are human costs to the decisions 
that we are making in this budget. 

I have talked to children our deci-
sions affect. I have talked to their 
teachers and their parents. I know they 
are not interested in political double-
talk. What they want to know is, What 
are we doing to prepare them for the 
challenges of the next century? What 
are we doing to invest in our young 
children so that they have the ability 
to get a job when they graduate? Are 
we addressing the huge class sizes that 
our children face every day and their 
inability to learn math and reading 
and science? Are we addressing the 
issue of the crumbling schools that 
many of our children go to every day? 
Are we addressing the fact that our 
teachers need to be educated and 
trained to be able to teach the skills 
that we require of them today? 

That is what parents and students 
and communities and business leaders 
are looking for in this budget. That is 
what we have failed to address. 

I see the same lack of focus in deal-
ing with Medicare. I am glad there is a 
bipartisan agreement to protect the 
Social Security trust fund. That one 
step alone will do a lot to restore in-
tegrity to the program and return con-
fidence to the Social Security system. 
However, I am very troubled by the 
lack of commitment to Medicare. 

In reviewing the committee’s report 
to accommodate the resolution, the 
priority appears to be one thing, and 
that is tax cuts. The resolution as-
sumes tax cuts totaling almost $700 bil-
lion over 10 years but very little men-
tion of how we are going to invest the 
surplus in providing equal, affordable 
health care for our Nation’s senior citi-
zens. Again, this resolution places a 
higher priority on compensation as op-
posed to investment. 

I want to know how we are going to 
explain to an 83-year-old widow that 
Congress has decided that a tax cut is 
more important than providing her 
with quality, affordable health care. 

The fastest growing segment of our 
population living in poverty is those 
over the age of 65. All of the invest-
ments we have made, from Social Secu-
rity to Medicare to the Older Ameri-
cans Act, that have ensured a quality 
standard of living for those over 65, are 
jeopardized by a simple fact, and that 
simple fact is that the population over 
65 is increasing faster than we are 
ready for. We have an opportunity, 
with the surplus in front of us, to in-
vest a portion of that into Medicare in 
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order to extend the solvency without 
making devastating and dangerous 
cuts. 

Reform of Medicare must be care-
fully considered and executed. We can-
not change the program overnight 
without harmful implications. The 
budget resolution we are dealing with 
here today fails to address the imme-
diate and long-term problems of Medi-
care, and, once again, there is no dis-
cussion of the human cost of the deci-
sions we are making. 

I have spoken with that 83-year-old 
widow who sometimes has to choose 
between hundreds of dollars a year in 
prescription drugs and food. How do I 
explain that, under this, she could face 
an additional $2,498 a year in Medicare 
premiums? How do you justify increas-
ing the burden on individuals whose av-
erage income is slightly less than 
$13,000 a year? 

I ask my colleagues to stop and re-
consider their priorities. I have heard 
some of my colleagues talking about 
the need to return the ‘‘people’s 
money’’ to the people. Well, I agree. 
Families have worked hard and paid 
their taxes with the belief that Medi-
care would provide for their parents as 
well as themselves when they retire. 
Medicare allows the elderly independ-
ence and dignity in the final years of 
their lives. I believe investing the sur-
plus into Medicare is returning the 
people’s money to the people. 

As I stated earlier, I am pleased that 
there is a bipartisan commitment to 
save the Social Security trust fund sur-
plus. This will allow greater flexibility 
in reforming the system and improving 
current benefits. And I was pleased 
with the bipartisan support for the 
amendment I offered in committee re-
garding the impact of Social Security 
reform on women. 

Up until now, the only discussion 
about women and Social Security re-
form has been very vague statements 
about ‘‘taking care’’ of them. I believe 
that very few understand the unique 
circumstances of women who, through-
out their working life and in retire-
ment, face very different decisions and 
circumstances, where women tend to 
be out of the workforce to raise their 
children, or later on in life to take care 
of elderly parents, where women earn, 
on the average, 75 cents on the dollar 
of what men do; when we look at Social 
Security reform and realize right now 
that Social Security is based on the 
top 35 years of income, and for many 
women who do not work 35 years, their 
income is averaged by adding a number 
of zeros into that calculation because 
they have not worked those years. 

We have to use this opportunity to 
make sure that how these decisions are 
made does not negatively impact 
women. It is actually this lack of un-
derstanding of women in the workforce 
that has resulted in many more women 
who are living in poverty today after 

the age of 65. Single older women are 
more than twice as likely as men to 
face poverty today. 

The bipartisan support of my amend-
ment in committee has encouraged me 
to offer an amendment to the pending 
resolution which I hope my colleagues 
will again support. We have to use re-
form and this added financial flexi-
bility to address the specific shortfalls 
in the current structure that penalize 
women and oftentimes leave them in 
poverty following the death of their 
spouse. 

My amendment would simply illus-
trate the support of the Senate for 
using reform as a mechanism, not just 
at protecting the status quo but actu-
ally improving the economic security 
of older women. I hope that the same 
commitment to address the needs of 
women in reform prevails when I offer 
this amendment in the next several 
days. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to cau-
tion my colleagues about the dangers 
we face when fiscal policy development 
breaks down into partisan politics. We 
will not be successful unless we have a 
bipartisan effort. I urge my colleagues 
to think carefully about the constitu-
ents they have met and the people who 
have come to them asking them for 
help and support. We need to stay fo-
cused on these faces and remember 
that the budget is not just about eco-
nomic or policy decisions but about de-
cisions with real consequences and real 
human costs. 

I am hopeful that as this budget 
process continues we can redirect our 
efforts and shift our priorities from 
short-term diversions to savings and 
investing in the future. We have made 
the tough decisions that have given us 
a budget surplus today. Like every 
family, we cut back and for several 
years maintained strict fiscal dis-
cipline. Let’s follow the example of 
many families and use our surplus to 
invest and save—not to rush out to 
spend on lavish vacations or luxury 
items. Let’s use basic common sense in 
deciding on the priorities of the first 
budget of the millennium. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator ABRAHAM will have some com-
ments and then our first amendment. 
How much time does the Senator de-
sire? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, 15 
minutes. I believe I can make an open-
ing statement and comments on the 
amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 15 minutes to 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, let 
me begin by acknowledging, as others 
have, the work and accomplishment of 
our Senate Budget Committee, and 
particularly the work of our chairman, 
in putting together this budget which 
we are debating today. 

A lot of people have tried to take 
credit with respect to the remarkably 

strong fiscal position we find ourselves 
in today. But I remind all of our col-
leagues that when, in 1995, this Senator 
arrived, notwithstanding tax increases 
and other such devices, we still were 
considering budgets with deficits as 
great as $200 billion for as far as the 
eye could see. We had one leader in the 
Senate, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, who said, We are not going 
to allow that to happen; we are going 
to begin to strengthen the economy 
and tighten the belt in ways that 
eliminate the budget deficit. 

I am proud to be a member of the 
committee and never to have voted for 
anything but a balanced budget since I 
became a part of that committee. I at-
tribute that to our chairman and his 
staff for the hard work they have done 
to craft documents that have moved us 
in this direction. 

Let me just briefly outline the budg-
et we are looking at here today for the 
benefit of our colleagues who may be 
perhaps reaching the wrong conclu-
sions as to what it contains on the 
basis of some of the speeches we have 
heard today. I want to set the record 
straight. Our budget accomplishes a 
number of important priorities. First, 
it sets aside every single dollar of the 
Social Security surplus so that we can 
use that Social Security surplus for ex-
actly what the public expects us to use 
it for, and that is to fix Social Security 
and to ensure its long-term solvency. 
Later, I will offer an amendment here 
which will ask the Senate to take a po-
sition in support of the kind of protec-
tion and lockbox mechanism that will 
guarantee that every one of those So-
cial Security dollars is used for that 
purpose. 

Second, this budget makes important 
investments in two areas of public pol-
icy where I think there is a broad con-
sensus of support, both inside the Sen-
ate as well as across America. One of 
those areas is education. This budget 
acknowledges a greater Federal invest-
ment in the support of education in our 
country. It does not dictate how those 
dollars will be spent, obviously. I think 
a lot of us feel they ought to be spent 
in the classroom.

With the budget chairman here, I ask 
if he could respond. I believe, Mr. 
Chairman, that this budget, in fact, in-
creases education spending not only 
over its baseline increase but even be-
yond what has been proposed by promi-
nent education advocates such as the 
President, is that not correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. In the first year, we rec-
ommended that $3 billion, in addition 
to what the President recommended, be 
spent for education, and over 5 years, 
$28 billion in new money on top of 
about $100 billion in the programs 
today. 

We do express our concern in the 
event this money were used in the tra-
ditional way that we have done for the 
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last 25 years of telling them exactly 
how to do it with a lot of strings. We 
are hoping it will move down to the 
classroom level with only account-
ability as to what the Federal Govern-
ment requires. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Budget 
Committee chairman. I ask our col-
leagues to take note of this. 

We have already heard people come 
to the floor and talk about how this 
budget doesn’t do enough for edu-
cation, while at the same time they are 
now saying it is the President who 
cares about investment in education. 

This budget invests more in edu-
cation than the President of the United 
States has proposed by a very substan-
tial amount over the next 5 years. We 
will have a chance later to debate how 
that investment should be made. 

I agree with the chairman of the 
Budget Committee—we want fewer 
‘‘Washington knows best’’ solutions 
and more people at the local level mak-
ing decisions as to how to use the dol-
lars. It is the Republican’s budget, not 
the President’s, that puts more money 
in education. 

Another investment that I think we 
all, particularly today, have to ac-
knowledge is important is a greater in-
vestment in national security. Obvi-
ously, the current events in the Bal-
kans once again remind us that Amer-
ica must have a sufficient investment 
in our security to be able to meet 
international challenges we confront. 

To give the Senate an idea of exactly 
what we confront with respect to na-
tional security today, let me use one 
statistic. That is the decrease in levels 
of manpower and weaponry in just the 
last 8 years. Eight years ago, we en-
gaged in Operation Desert Storm, an 
accomplishment of great military sig-
nificance. If we had to do that again 
today, we would find ourselves severely 
strapped both with respect to the per-
centage of our total Armed Forces that 
would be needed to initiate that effort, 
as well as the amount of weapons from 
our total arsenal that would be needed. 
In fact, I believe it would take about 90 
percent of today’s Army, two-thirds of 
our fighter wings, two-thirds of our air-
craft carriers, and the entire U.S. Ma-
rine Corps based on those current sizes 
today to replicate what we did in 1991. 

If that doesn’t demonstrate to us the 
need for a greater investment in na-
tional security, I don’t know what 
does. If we need further arguments, I 
think we need only to look so far as 
the reinlistment rates which are, as ev-
eryone in this body knows, not at the 
level we require. We need to have bet-
ter pay and better benefits, pension 
benefits, and so on, for our Armed 
Forces in order to encourage more peo-
ple to join and to stay in the Armed 
Forces. We have already taken a step 
in that direction earlier this year, but 
we need to back up the Soldiers’ Bill of 
Rights with budget authority to be 

able to move forward. That is what this 
budget does over the next few years. 

Finally, I want to talk about two 
other things. This budget sets aside 
money not at all connected to Social 
Security, but, rather, surpluses wholly 
unrelated to our Social Security pay-
roll taxes for the purpose of reducing 
the tax burden on the people who pay 
taxes in this country. What we are 
talking about is very simple: More 
money is coming into the Federal 
Treasury than even the biggest liberal 
spenders anticipated. It is coming fast-
er than the IRS can count it. It is 
building up a surplus that is wholly 
unconnected to Social Security. 

The question is, What should we do 
with some of those dollars? This budget 
sets aside a very substantial amount of 
money, but certainly not all of that 
money, for tax relief. Some say this 
isn’t right; the money should be used 
for more spending programs, new 
spending programs, or it should go in 
some way to reduce the tax burden of 
people who are already paying the 
taxes. We don’t agree. We think this 
money constitutes an overpayment. It 
is more money than we expected. If you 
make an overpayment, you ought to 
get a refund. That is what this budget 
reflects. The refunds ought to go to the 
people who are making the overpay-
ment. In my judgment, at least in some 
way, it ought to reflect approximately 
the percentage of their overpayment. 
To treat this as suddenly a tax break 
for a special interest group is simply 
missing the point. 

We didn’t just shut down a program 
to be able to finance a tax cut. We 
didn’t make a transfer from one bene-
ficiary group to another in order to be 
able to afford a tax cut. We said we are 
taking the money that is coming in 
and returning it to the American pub-
lic. The Finance Committee, not the 
Budget Committee, will make that de-
cision. We think at least a very sub-
stantial part of those surplus dollars 
ought to be used to help allow the peo-
ple who created this surplus the chance 
to keep a little bit more of what they 
earn. 

Finally, I want to talk about Medi-
care briefly, because I find the repeated 
comments with respect to this budget’s 
failure to address Medicare to be so er-
roneous that they require a response. 
This budget puts more money into 
Medicare over the next 5 years than I 
believe was proposed by the President, 
and I will defer, again, to the Budget 
chairman when I have a chance here to 
clarify that. Unlike the President, we 
don’t cut Medicare over the next 5 
years. Furthermore, we set aside over 
$130 billion in this budget to be used 
precisely on things like fixing Medi-
care, that so many of our colleagues 
seem interested in doing. 

The one thing we haven’t done here 
that I want to address, we didn’t say 
that we are just sort of going to use 

general tax revenues in order to sta-
bilize and offset or postpone the insol-
vency of the Medicare Part A trust 
fund. We didn’t do that here. I don’t 
think that would be an appropriate 
precedent for us to set. We need to fix 
the Medicare Part A trust fund to 
make it work. It is broken. We all 
know that. 

There was a Medicare commission 
and 10 out of 17 people, on a bipartisan 
basis, agreed that there was a way to 
do that—in fact, a way that wouldn’t 
even cost as much with respect to 
Medicare expenditures. They couldn’t 
get 11 votes for that final outcome, but 
they got 10—including two Members of 
this body, including the Member se-
lected by the President to chair the 
Medicare commission, and in my judg-
ment—I am sorry, four Members of this 
body and two on each side of the aisle. 

The point is this, Mr. President. The 
idea that instead of putting together a 
plan to reform and make Medicare 
work, the idea to say we are simply 
going to throw more money into this 
without any concrete proposal as to 
how to spend the money, I think is a 
mistake. 

In any event, I think this budget ad-
dresses the priorities. It locks away 
money for Social Security and every 
single penny that Social Security gen-
erates in surplus. It increases our in-
vestment in education and in national 
security. It allows us to give people 
who have paid more taxes than we ex-
pected the chance to get a little bit of 
that back. Finally, it sets aside consid-
erable amounts of money to address 
our Medicare problems. For that rea-
son, I support it. 

How much time do I have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has used 10 minutes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 143 

(Purpose: Providing a framework for the pro-
tection of Social Security Surpluses for 
current and future beneficiaries) 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRA-
HAM], for himself, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. LOTT, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GREGG, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
CRAIG, proposes an amendment numbered 
143.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the 

following: 
SEC. . FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE 

PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY SURPLUSES. 

(a). The Congress finds that—
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(1) Congress and the President should bal-

ance the budget excluding the surpluses gen-
erated by the Social Security trust funds; 

(2) Reducing the Federal debt held by the 
public is a top national priority, strongly 
supported on a bipartisan basis, as evidenced 
by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span’s comment that debt reduction ‘‘is a 
very important element in sustaining eco-
nomic growth,’’ as well as President Clin-
ton’s comments that it ‘‘is very, very impor-
tant that we get the Government debt down’’ 
when referencing his own plans to use the 
budget surplus to reduce Federal debt held 
by the public. 

(3) According to the Congressional Budget 
Office, balancing the budget excluding the 
surpluses generated by the Social Security 
trust funds will reduce debt held by the pub-
lic by a total of $1,723,000,000,000 by the end 
of fiscal year 2009, $417,000,000,000, or 32 per 
cent, more than it would be reduced under 
the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget sub-
mission; 

(4) further according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, that the President’s budget 
would actually spend $40,000,000,000 of the So-
cial Security surpluses in fiscal year 2000 on 
new spending programs, and spend 
$158,000,000,000 of the Social Security sur-
pluses on new spending programs from fiscal 
year 2000 through 2004; and 

(5) Social Security surpluses should be 
used for Social Security reform or to reduce 
the debt held by the public and should not be 
used for other purposes. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the 
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that Congress 
shall pass legislation which—

(1) reaffirms the provisions of section 13301 
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 that provides that the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Social Security trust 
funds shall not be counted for the purposes 
of the budget submitted by the President, 
the congressional budget, or the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, and provides for a Point of Order 
within the Senate against any concurrent 
resolution on the budget, an amendment 
thereto, or a conference report thereon that 
violates that section. 

(2) Mandates that the Social Security sur-
pluses are used only for the payment of So-
cial Security benefits, Social Security re-
form or to reduce the Federal debt held by 
the public, and not spent on non-Social Secu-
rity programs or used to offset tax cuts. 

(3) Provides for a Senate super-majority 
Point of Order against any bill, resolution, 
amendment, motion or conference report 
that would use Social Security surpluses on 
anything other than the payment of Social 
Security benefits, Social Security reform or 
the reduction of the federal debt held by the 
public. 

(4) Ensures that all Social Security bene-
fits are paid on time. 

(5) Accommodates Social Security reform 
legislation. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
amendment attempts to embody a 
principle I discussed in my remarks 
and which we in the Budget Com-
mittee, I think, within the committee 
at least, indicated we desired to see 
happen, which is the creation of a 
lockbox mechanism into which we 
would make sure every Social Security 
surplus dollar would go, so it could not 
be used for any purpose other than to 
fix Social Security or, until such a So-

cial Security fix was developed and 
passed, to reduce the national debt. 

This is a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment. I want to make that clear. It is 
not a substantive amendment, per se. 
But, Mr. President, we all agree that 
saving Social Security is our No. 1 pri-
ority in this Congress. The President, 
both in his 1998 and his 1999 address, 
said we should save the Social Security 
surplus and use it—in this year’s 
speech, he said we should use it to re-
duce Federal debt, to ensure that it is 
not squandered on other spending. This 
amendment embodies that principle in 
the form of a sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment and outlines the course by 
which I think we can accomplish that 
in the most appropriate fashion. 

Indeed, Mr. President, this budget 
resolution agrees with that 
prioritization and allows for the entire 
surplus of Social Security to be pro-
tected and to substantially reduce the 
Federal debt held by the public. I 
thank the chairman of the Budget 
Committee with whom I have worked 
on this amendment, and I thank Sen-
ator ASHCROFT who joined me in offer-
ing that, who I think will both speak 
to this at some point. 

This is a very straightforward pro-
posal, one I think will best protect the 
surplus and strengthen our economy so 
that the future of Social Security can 
be best ensured. 

Let me outline some of the provi-
sions. It would strengthen the off-budg-
et status of Social Security as well as 
provide for additional points of order 
against any bill, amendment, resolu-
tion, or conference report that would 
violate this off-budget treatment. 

Second, it would create a sub-
category of the gross Federal debt 
limit, the debt held by the public. If 
this proposal were ultimately put into 
effect through law, we would then cap 
that publicly held debt at the current 
level of $3.6 trillion. We would also 
then mandate the reduction of that 
debt level in fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 
every 2 years thereafter, by the same 
amount as the Social Security trust 
fund surplus in those years. 

These limits would be automatically 
adjusted as projected Social Security 
trust fund surpluses change, so as to 
ensure that we do not force ourselves 
to reduce the publicly held debt by a 
greater amount than we actually have 
available in the Social Security sur-
plus, as well as to ensure that windfall 
Social Security surpluses would be pro-
tected from being raided. The proposal 
would also allow for a one-time adjust-
ment to accommodate Social Security 
reform, should the Congress enact such 
reform. 

This proposal, if it were actually 
passed into law, would reduce publicly 
held debt from $3.6 trillion to $2.4 tril-
lion by the year 2009. I believe that is 
an even greater reduction than what 
the President’s framework proposal 

suggested. It thereby locks away a 
larger portion of the Social Security 
surplus. 

To that end, I might add that the 
budget resolution we have before us 
contains advisory caps on the publicly 
held debt limits which mirror those 
contained in this proposal. However, I 
believe it is necessary for the Congress 
to go beyond those advisory caps and 
to commit itself to reducing this pub-
licly held debt and locking away the 
Social Security surplus from being 
spent on other programs. That is why I 
am joined by 11 colleagues, including 
Senators DOMENICI and ASHCROFT, as 
well as the majority leader and the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
Senator ROTH, in offering a sense-of-
the-Senate amendment which will 
state that it is our intention to pursue 
such a course of action. 

This amendment would state that it 
is our intention to pass legislation to 
reaffirm the off-budget status of the 
Social Security trust fund, mandate 
that the Social Security surplus only 
be used for the payment of Social Secu-
rity benefits, Social Security reform, 
or the reduction of debt held by the 
public, and provide for protection such 
as points of order against any legisla-
tion which would try to circumvent 
those protections, ensure the Social 
Security benefits continue to be paid in 
full and on time, and accommodate So-
cial Security reform. 

We think this makes sense. We think 
it is consistent with colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle who have been talking 
about it for an extensive period of 
time. We think it made sense in this 
budget resolution to go on record say-
ing this is the direction in which we 
are going to head. It is one thing to 
talk about saving Social Security and 
making sure that Social Security sur-
pluses aren’t spent, making sure we re-
duce the public debt with Social Secu-
rity surpluses, and so on; but I think 
talk is one thing, action is another. 

I suggest that the passage of this 
amendment which I have offered with 
my colleagues would be the sort of ac-
tion that would set us on the right 
course to make sure that ultimately 
we do in fact protect the Social Secu-
rity surpluses so they can only be used 
to fix Social Security or to pay down 
the national debt. 

With that, Mr. President, I will yield 
the floor. I know other colleagues here 
want to speak on this issue, and in due 
course, as we go back and forth, I am 
sure they will. I thank the budget 
chairman and the current occupant of 
the manager’s chair, and I thank our 
ranking member as well, for the oppor-
tunity to speak. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

not to rebut the amendment by the 
Senator from Michigan but to make an 
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opening statement about this budget 
and certain very crucial items in it. 

I compliment Senator LAUTENBERG 
for his strong advocacy as the ranking 
member of the Budget Committee and 
his longstanding championship for 
those people who have been left out 
and left behind. Sir, I thank you for 
your role not only in this budget but 
what you do every day in the Senate. 

Through the best efforts, I am very 
concerned that the fiscal year 2000 
budget resolution really does not ade-
quately address the solvency of Social 
Security, nor does it address ade-
quately the solvency of Medicare—the 
two most important programs that the 
United States has, domestically, and 
the ones that Americans universally 
rely upon and plan their life around 
having in a reliable way, that has reli-
ability and continuity, and that the en-
tire private sector assumes will be 
there as they plan private sector prod-
ucts. 

Now, preserving Social Security and 
Medicare must be our Nation’s top pri-
ority, and I believe the original efforts 
by the Lautenberg group were there. 
What we have before us today, I be-
lieve, does not protect Social Security. 

Now, we say a lot in the Senate about 
family values. Well, I believe there is a 
value that comes out of the Judeo-
Christian ethic I believe in, and it is 
called honor your father and honor 
your mother. I believe it is not only a 
good commandment to live by, I think 
it is a good commandment to govern 
by. 

We should not only have it in our 
prayer books. We should have it in the 
Federal checkbook. This is why I am so 
adamant that we must save Social Se-
curity first and preserve the solvency 
of Medicare. 

When we look at Social Security, we 
want to make sure that we protect 
those who have the least resources 
with them—those without pensions, 
those without IRAs, those without 
401(k)s. These are the people who we 
know represent, as we speak, now, over 
40 million people. If there are 40 mil-
lion Americans without health insur-
ance, you had better believe they are 
going to be the same 40 million who do 
not have 401(k)s. To them ‘‘K’’ means 
Kellogg, and it is a cereal. It is not a 
life security system. 

I am particularly concerned about 
women. And I am particularly con-
cerned about both men and women 
who, at the end of the day and near the 
end of their lives, will have no reliable 
pension program to look out for them. 

This is what the Social Security 
issue is all about. I want to be sure 
that in any debate we have—whether it 
is on the budget, or whether it is the 
Social Security bills—I want to ensure 
that Social Security is universal and 
portable, that it is a guaranteed ben-
efit, that it is inflation proof, and 
looks out, as I said, for those who do 
not have anything else going for them. 

I have a particular interest in this as 
it affects women. That is because I 
truly believe that Social Security is a 
woman’s issue. Without it, over half of 
all elderly women would now be living 
in dire poverty. Yes. Women today are 
working more outside the home, yes, 
and earning more than past genera-
tions. But in reality, their lifetime 
earnings, access to pensions, and abil-
ity to save continues to be less than 
men. That is why Social Security is a 
woman’s issue. Let me elaborate. 

First of all, women live longer. The 
life expectancy rate for women is 65, 4 
years longer than for men. That means 
they will need income security for a 
longer period of time. Also, the equity 
that we placed in Social Security is ab-
solutely crucial. Why? Because right 
now women do not get equal pay for 
equal work, making 70 percent of what 
men make for similar jobs. They will 
get less Social Security because their 
benefits are based in part on wages. 
That means the hard-working female x 
ray technician who puts in 40 hours a 
week might take home $28,000 a year 
instead of the financial worth that her 
male counterpart has. 

We need a Social Security system, 
too, that women can count on, that re-
spects values of work inside the home 
and acknowledges it in retirement. 
This is why the spousal benefit is so 
crucial and why we need to preserve it. 
Women move in and out of the paid 
marketplace to do some of the most 
important work—raising children and 
caring for elderly parents and their rel-
atives. Take, for instance, someone 
who works in an office as an executive 
assistant. She got her high school di-
ploma, didn’t go to college, worked full 
time for 5 years, but leaves the work-
force to raise her children. She might 
do that for 7 years and then return part 
time. Notice that she lost 7 years in 
her contribution, and then is a part-
time wage earner, and then often has 
to go back at an entry wage. This 
woman needs to know that Social Se-
curity is there for her, and that she is 
not penalized for what she did, which 
was the unpaid work for providing the 
most invaluable service to America; 
that is, raising America’s children. 

Certain ideas have been proposed to 
reforming Social Security which would 
have a devastating impact on women. 
Having reliance on private retirement 
accounts would hurt women dispropor-
tionately. Again, women earn less 
money, unequal pay, leave the paid 
workforce to raise children, or care-
give, and would have less to ‘‘invest.’’ 
Reducing the Social Security COLA 
would hurt women. And there are other 
reforms. 

But the point that I make is that So-
cial Security as it now stands is the 
best deal for women. Sure, we need to 
make reforms. Sure, we need to look at 
the other ideas. That is why we should 
not cut or dramatically alter Social 

Security. Sure, it can pay benefits into 
2032. But we have to look ahead to be 
sure that there is solvency of Social 
Security. 

That is why we support the Lauten-
berg effort. We want to be sure that for 
women who have worked all of their 
lives, in the home or outside the home, 
there will be a guaranteed benefit with 
a full cost of living, that it will have a 
progressive benefit formula that helps 
the low-income wage earners, and that 
there is a spousal and survivor benefit 
for married women, divorced and wid-
owed. The only way we can do that is 
if we take the surplus and put 62 per-
cent aside, and also 15 percent for 
Medicare. Otherwise, this is a hollow 
budget full of promise and hollow on 
opportunity. 

Mr. President, I salute the efforts of 
Senator LAUTENBERG. I am deeply dis-
turbed that we are not setting aside 62 
percent as we talked about. I do not be-
lieve the other party adequately pro-
tects Social Security, adequately pro-
tects Medicare, and I believe that ulti-
mately the American people will wake 
up to this. 

As it stands now, I will vote no for 
this budget. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
will take a couple of minutes with the 
agreement of the Senator from Min-
nesota just to respond, A, to say thank 
you to my dear friend and colleague for 
her complimentary remarks, but even 
more importantly than that—because 
flattery is nice, but effectiveness is 
even better—and the Senator from 
Maryland has been a known, strong ad-
vocate for the things that she believes 
in. 

I greet Senator MIKULSKI each time I 
see her with the knowledge that she 
has enhanced our view of what life is 
really about by bringing a perspective 
that comes from the women’s side that 
is so often left out. She knows also too 
well that she hits a familiar tone with 
me when she talks about Social Secu-
rity, because my father died before my 
mother was 36 years old. She had noth-
ing but bills and an obligation to my 
12-year-old sister and an 18-year-old 
son who had already enlisted in the 
Army to support her. She did it by 
sheer dent of hard work and will. 

If we had in that family, going back 
now—we are talking about 1943—the 
benefit of a Social Security Program, a 
check coming in that would kind of 
help relieve not only the fiscal finan-
cial obligations, but the anxiety that 
accompanies the worry about that, if 
we had Medicare or Medicaid in those 
days when my father died at the age of 
43, a strapping handsome man—cancer 
overtook him, and he died leaving doc-
tors bills. So we had not only enormous 
grief, but the obligation to pay off the 
doctor and hospital bills that were ac-
cumulated with no insurance program. 

So when we talk about Social Secu-
rity, we talk about women who are 
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typically those left most often with the 
smallest share of assets, because of the 
way we are structured. We need to 
make sure that Social Security is 
going to be there. We need to make 
sure that Medicare is going to be sol-
vent for a number of years. Yes. We are 
not disagreeing with the need to re-
form and improve, if possible, but to 
make sure that it is equitably distrib-
uted. We need time. We need the assur-
ance that the programs are going to be 
there. 

I for one will jump on the reform-
and-improve bandwagon as soon as we 
have a good vehicle to take us along. 

So I thank the Senator from Mary-
land for her comments. 

I see my friend also from California 
was so nice before to give me credit for 
some things I probably don’t deserve. 
But, nevertheless, the credit is nice to 
get. 

I thank both Senators. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DEWine). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I wanted 

to take about 15 seconds. 
We have heard time after time from 

speaker after speaker on the other side 
of the aisle that somehow the Repub-
lican budget doesn’t protect or set 
aside money for Social Security. We 
set aside all the Social Security sur-
pluses. It is earmarked in a lockbox for 
Social Security. So that is not what we 
are saying. One good thing about our 
budget is we don’t spend it. The Presi-
dent, under his budget, spends $158 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus. Our 
budget doesn’t. So I think we do a bet-
ter job on securing and saving Social 
Security. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President. I thank the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

I rise in support of the resolution of-
fered by Senator ABRAHAM that has 
been called the Abraham-Domenici-
Ashcroft Social Security amendment. 
That protects our strong support for 
saving Social Security. 

It expresses our strong support for 
protecting Social Security. I am grate-
ful for the opportunity to cosponsor 
this amendment, which will put the 
Senate on record in favor of protecting 
the Social Security surplus and not in-
vading it for spending for other Gov-
ernmental programs. 

The Senator from Minnesota is abso-
lutely correct. The President’s budget 
over the next 5 years would spend $158 
billion of the Social Security surplus—
not the general Governmental surplus 
but the Social Security surplus. Social 
Security is a national, cultural and, I 
might add, legal obligation. Social Se-
curity is our most important social 

program, a contract between the Gov-
ernment and its citizens. Americans, 
including 1 million Missourians, de-
pend on this commitment. This is more 
than just a Governmental commit-
ment. We have a responsibility as a 
culture to care for the recipients of So-
cial Security—the elderly and other in-
dividuals in regard to Social Security 
who are its beneficiaries. Social Secu-
rity is the only retirement income for 
most of the seniors in this country. It 
is our obligation, passed down from 
generation to generation, to provide re-
tirement security for every American.

As individuals, all of us care about 
Social Security because we know the 
benefits it pays to our mothers and fa-
thers, relatives and friends. And we 
think of the Social Security taxes we 
and our children pay—up to 12.4 per-
cent of our income. We pay these taxes 
with the understanding that they help 
our parents and their friends, and we 
hope that our taxes will somehow, 
someday make it possible to help pay 
for our own retirements. 

In my case, thinking of Social Secu-
rity brings to mind friends and con-
stituents such as Lenus Hill of Bolivar, 
Missouri, who relies on her Social Se-
curity to meet living expenses. Billy 
Yarberry lives on a farm near Spring-
field and depends on Social Security. 
And there is Reverend Walter Keisker 
of Cape Girardeau, who will be 100 
years old next July and lives on Social 
Security. The faces of these friends 
make Social Security have a special, 
personal meaning to me. 

Whenever I meet with folks in Mis-
souri, I am asked, ‘‘Senator, you won’t 
let them use my Social Security taxes 
to pay for the United Nations, will 
you?’’ Or, ‘‘Why can’t I get my full ben-
efits if I work after 65?’’ Or, ‘‘You know 
I need my Social Security, don’t you?’’

And then there are the letters on So-
cial Security I get every day. 

Ed and Beverly Shelton of Independ-
ence, Missouri, write:

Aren’t the budget surpluses the result of 
Social Security taxes generating more rev-
enue than is needed to fund current benefits? 
Therefore, the Social Security surplus is the 
surplus! . . . Yes, we are senior citizens and 
receive a very limited amount of Social Se-
curity. We are children who survived the 
Great Depression and World War II so we 
know how to stretch a dollar and rationed 
goods—just [listen to this] wish Congress 
were as careful with spending our money as 
we are!

These concerns are why I am cospon-
soring this amendment, which will ex-
press the Senate’s view that we must 
put an end to the practice of using sur-
pluses in the Social Security trust 
funds to finance deficits in the rest of 
the Federal budget. 

This resolution—the Abraham-
Domenici-Ashcroft resolution—puts 
the Senate on record as supporting leg-
islation that would accomplish the fol-
lowing: 

(a) Reaffirming the provisions of sec-
tion 13301 of the Onnibus Budget Rec-

onciliation Act of 1990. This section 
provides that the Social Security trust 
funds shall be off budget. 

(2) Mandating that the Social Secu-
rity surpluses are to be used only for 
the payment of Social Security bene-
fits, Social Security reform, or to re-
duce the federal debt held by the pub-
lic, and not spent on non-Social Secu-
rity programs or used for tax cuts. 

(3) Providing for a Senate super-ma-
jority point of order against any bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, 
or conference report that would use So-
cial Security surpluses on anything 
other than the payment of Social Secu-
rity benefits, Social Security reform, 
or to reduce the federal debt held by 
the public. 

That is very important. We include 
in this proposal not just a statement 
that we want to reserve Social Secu-
rity for the right purposes, but we want 
to create a point of order that makes 
out of order a proposal that we spend 
Social Security to cover deficits in 
other parts of the Government. 

Additionally, this particular measure 
ensures that all Social Security bene-
fits are paid on time. 

I am in favor of two provisions that 
will accomplish these objectives. First, 
I am a cosponsor of the Abraham-
Domenici lockbox provision, which will 
lock away Social Security surpluses by 
ratcheting down the publicly held debt 
by the amount of our Social Security 
surpluses. This resolution puts the 
Senate on record in favor of this legis-
lation. 

In addition, Senator DOMENICI and I 
have introduced the Protect Social Se-
curity Benefits Act, which would make 
it out of order for the Senate to pass, 
or even debate, a budget that uses So-
cial Security surpluses to finance defi-
cits in the rest of the budget. 

Under this proposed legislation, a 
three-fifths vote in the Senate would 
be required to overcome this point of 
order, thereby making it extremely dif-
ficult to use the Social Security sur-
plus to fund new deficit spending. We 
must make clear that the Federal 
Budget should be balanced without 
counting any Social Security sur-
pluses. 

Social Security should not finance 
new spending. But that is exactly what 
has happened in the past, is now hap-
pening, and will continue happening in 
the future, unless changes are made. 
The funding of Federal deficits in Gov-
ernment spending generally by con-
suming Social Security surpluses must 
end. 

Walling off the trust funds is the first 
step, not the only step, needed to pro-
tect Social Security. This is the right 
way to start the effort to improve So-
cial Security so it is strong for our 
children and grandchildren. 

To do this, we need to be honest, re-
alizing that, for now, time is on our 
side to make thoughtful improvements. 
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Social Security does now and will in 
the near future accumulate annual sur-
pluses. 

Together, income from payroll taxes 
and interest is greater than the 
amount of benefits being paid out. The 
Social Security trustees believe that 
these surpluses will continue each year 
for the next 14 years. In that time, a 
$2.8 trillion total surplus will accumu-
late. 

In the year 2013, however, when more 
baby boomers will be in retirement, an-
nual benefit payments will exceed an-
nual taxes received by Social Security 
through taxes and interest to the fund. 
As a result, Social Security will run an 
annual deficit. By 2021, annual benefit 
payments will exceed annual taxes re-
ceived by Social Security and interest 
earned on the accumulated surpluses. 
Then, by the year 2032, Social Security 
payroll taxes will not only be insuffi-
cient to pay benefits; the surpluses will 
be used up. Social Security will be 
bankrupt. That is, even counting the 
notes in its fund, incapable of meeting 
the demand for benefits. 

In recent years, Social Security sur-
pluses have been used to finance deficit 
spending in the rest of the Federal 
budget. Take fiscal year 1998 for exam-
ple. The Social Security surplus was 
$99 billion. The deficit in the rest of the 
Government budget was $29 billion. So 
$29 billion—or 30 percent of the Social 
Security surplus—financed other Gov-
ernment programs that were not paid 
for with general tax revenues. This oc-
curred despite President Clinton’s 
promise to save ‘‘every penny of any 
surplus’’ for Social Security. 

For next year, this money shuffling 
is even greater. According to CBO, the 
President’s budget dips into the Social 
Security surplus to the tune of $158 bil-
lion over 5 years to pay for government 
spending. 

This kind of money shuffling must 
end. I cannot go back to Lenus Hill or 
Billy Yarberry and tell them that I 
stood by silently as the government de-
voted spent $158 billion of their retire-
ment money to pay for the President’s 
new spending initiatives somewhere 
else. We must stop the dishonest prac-
tice of hiding new government deficits 
with Social Security surpluses. 

This amendment is designed to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that we 
must not use surpluses in the Social 
Security trust funds to pay for deficits 
in the rest of the federal budget. Three 
times Congress has passed laws that 
tried to take Social Security off-budg-
et. These efforts have called for ac-
counting statements that require the 
government to keep the financial sta-
tus of Social Security separate from 
the rest of the budget. But these efforts 
are inadequate unless Congress puts in 
place safeguards that protect surpluses 
in Social Security from financing new 
government spending. 

This amendment will put the Senate 
on record in favor of helping us save 

the trust funds, by directing the entire 
Social Security surplus to shrink the 
publicly held federal debt. Reducing 
the publicly held debt would cut an-
nual interest costs that now cost $200 
billion and 15 percent of entire federal 
government budget. Eliminating this 
interest costs would provide more 
flexibility to address the long-term fi-
nancing difficulties Social Security 
now faces that could someday jeop-
ardize payment of full benefits. 

This amendment is designed to ex-
press our support for protecting the So-
cial Security system. More impor-
tantly, it is designed to protect the 
American people from attempts to 
spend our retirement dollars on cur-
rent government spending. While I 
value the Social Security system, I 
value the American people, people like 
Lenus Hill and the 1 million other Mis-
sourians who receive Social Security 
benefits and depend on them more. I 
value those individuals far more than I 
value the system. My primary respon-
sibility is to them. This amendment 
will protect the Social Security system 
and the America people first. 

Mr. President, I send another amend-
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a pending amendment, the Chair would 
inform the Senator. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, being 
made aware of the pending amendment 
which is now before the Senate, I with-
draw my request to send an amend-
ment to the desk. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Kriz 
Ardizzone, Tevi Troy, and Jim Carter, 
members of my legislative staff, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the pendency of the budget resolu-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
his excellent work. I look forward to 
working with him as we bring this 
budget to the American people. I be-
lieve it has the potential of being the 
best budget in years. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the kind words of the Senator 
from Missouri. 

f 

NATIONAL SCHOOL VIOLENCE 
VICTIMS’ MEMORIAL DAY 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. Res. 53 be 
discharged from the Judiciary Com-
mittee and the Senate now proceed to 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 53) to designate 

March 24, 1999, as ‘‘National School Violence 
Victims’ Memorial Day.’’

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for Senate 
Resolution 53, which declares March 24, 
1999 as ‘‘National School Violence Vic-
tims’ Memorial Day.’’

As a number of my colleagues noted, 
the past year has been a grim one for 
educators, parents, and students. The 
tragic events in schools in Arkansas, 
Kentucky, and Oregon shocked the 
conscience. I’m thankful that in my 
home state of Virginia, no one was 
killed at school in 1998. But this past 
summer in Richmond, a volunteer and 
teacher were wounded by gun fire from 
a fourteen-year-old student. All of 
these events were terrible blows to 
families and friends in each commu-
nity. I hope today’s resolution will give 
some solace to those communities, who 
will know that the Congress has not 
forgotten them. 

For the nation as a whole, these 
events were a terrible blow as well, and 
I believe Congress has an obligation to 
follow up with a commitment to pre-
venting future school violence because 
while schools are a relatively safe 
place for our children, the events of the 
past year have shaken our confidence. 
School children have written to me ex-
pressing the fear that they will be at-
tacked, and I know their parents have 
similar fears. We cannot expect our 
children to achieve their best in such 
an environment. 

We’ve already taken a number of 
steps that I hope will help allay these 
fears. Later this year, more than $165 
million in school safety grants will be 
awarded by the Department of Jus-
tice’s Community Oriented Policing 
Services program. I want to thank my 
colleagues, particularly Senators 
GREGG and HOLLINGS, for supporting ef-
forts last year to increase funding for 
this program, which I initiated in 1997. 
I ask my colleagues to support funding 
for this important program again this 
year. 

Later this year, as we consider juve-
nile justice reform legislation and the 
reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Schools Act, I will be look-
ing at other ways to help make our 
schools safer, and I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on that ef-
fort as well. Students should worry 
about their next test, not about their 
safety. Fear should not be a part of any 
school’s curriculum.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want 
to take just a brief moment to thank 
my colleagues for passing this resolu-
tion marking today as National School 
Violence Victims’ Memorial Day. 

Let me tell you why this day is so 
important to me and to the citizens of 
Butte, Montana. 

Butte fifth grader Jeremy Bullock 
was 11 years old when he and his twin 
brother Joshua left for school together 
as they always did. The day was April 
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12, 1994. Jeremy didn’t come home from 
school that day. He was shot and killed 
on the playground, leaving family and 
a community forever changed. 

By recognizing March 24th as Na-
tional School Violence Victims’ Memo-
rial Day we will be honoring the mem-
ory of Jeremy Bullock and countless 
other children, families and commu-
nities by saying clearly, with one voice 
that we as Americans will meet the 
challenge of eradicating violence from 
our schools. 

So, today and every day, let us al-
ways remember Jeremy Bullock. For, 
though he is gone, his memory will al-
ways linger and help to fuel our work. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
rise this evening to join my colleague, 
Senator LINCOLN, my other colleague 
in the Senate, to honor our Nation’s 
children and citizens who have been 
victimized by school violence. 

The Senate just adopted Senate Res-
olution 53 which designates March 24, 
today, as ‘‘National School Violence 
Victims’ Memorial Day.’’ As you know, 
1 year ago today at the Westside Mid-
dle School in Jonesboro, AR, five chil-
dren and one teacher lost their lives to 
an inexplicable and cowardly act of vi-
olence. Ten others were left wounded, 
and countless parents, relatives, and 
friends were left permanently scarred. 
In addition, the entire State of Arkan-
sas was left numb with shock, horror, 
and grief. 

I cannot express the loss and the pain 
that we feel as a result of this tragedy. 
But I ask you and my fellow colleagues 
in the Senate to reflect on the loss of 
Natalie Brooks, Paige Ann Herring, 
Stephanie Johnson, Britthney Verner, 
and Shannon Wright. 

We hurt for these families. I know 
that the simplest things in life will for-
ever cause them pain. For instance, I 
know that Floyd Brooks will never see 
another frog without thinking of the 
frog collection which his daughter Nat-
alie was so proud of. 

We remember that Paige Ann Her-
ring was a very bright, intelligent 12-
year-old girl who loved life and enjoyed 
it to the fullest through such activities 
as playing the piano, softball, 
volleyball, basketball, singing in the 
school choir. It saddens me, and I think 
all of us, so much that we will no 
longer hear her voice. 

It is the little things. Stephanie 
Johnson believed that a ladybug’s land-
ing on her brought her good luck. And 
her mother knew that her prayers for 
peace were answered when she asked 
God for a sign that Steph was OK and 
then upon her next visit saw ladybugs 
on Stephanie’s gravestone. 

We remember today that Britthney 
Varner was an extremely caring and 
loving little girl who got good grades 
and loved daffodils. 

I know that Mitchell Wright will 
never look at his son, Zane, without 
thinking of Zane’s mother, Shannon, 

who gave her life to save the lives of 
her students. 

I want these families to know that 
while we can never fully know the pain 
they feel today, we will certainly never 
forget their loved ones. 

As I close, I want to give a special 
message to Zane Wright, Shannon 
Wright’s infant son Zane. 

Your mother was a genuine heroine. 
Scripture teaches us that there is no 
greater love than the love it takes to 
lay down your life for another. So 
whenever you wonder what your moth-
er was like, remember her as an incred-
ibly brave woman who loved others 
like few others in this world ever have. 

In addition, to the families of the vic-
tims of school violence in Bethel, AK; 
Pearl, MS; West Paducah, KY; 
Edinboro, PA; Pomona, CA; Spring-
field, OR; and the rest of the Nation—
we want them to know that we stand 
today to honor their loved ones. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor to my colleague from 

Arkansas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. 

President. And I thank my colleague 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I join my colleagues, 
all of my colleagues, here today, but 
especially my fellow colleague from 
Arkansas, Senator HUTCHINSON, in a 
very special effort to designate March 
24, 1999, as National School Violence 
Victims’ Day. 

As mentioned by my colleague, a 
year ago today the peaceful routine of 
a small middle school just outside of 
Jonesboro, in my home State of Arkan-
sas, was forever changed. People across 
our country still grieve over the tragic 
shooting of four 11-year-old children 
and one 32-year-old schoolteacher of 
Westside Middle School. 

The heartbroken families of victims 
Natalie Brooks, Paige Ann Herring, 
Stephanie Johnson, Britthney Varner, 
and teacher Shannon Wright still ques-
tion why it happened. What prompted 
two boys at the tender ages of 13 and 11 
to violence? What spurred them to 
shoot their schoolmates and their 
teacher? The answers may be beyond 
our comprehension. 

Mr. President, the shooting at 
Westside Middle School is one of the 
gravest tragedies in the history of our 
State and our country. Though time 
has evoked some healing and renewed 
confidence, the children and teachers 
of Westside Middle School were appre-
hensive when returning to school last 
fall. Teachers had to comfort nervous 
children. Parents had misgivings. And 
playmates longed for their young 
friends. Having seen such young chil-
dren fall to their death at the hands of 
classmates right before their very eyes, 
this brave community is having a hard 
time making sense of it all. We all are 
having a hard time making sense of it 
all. 

Sadly, last year’s tragedy in my 
home State is not an isolated event. 
Over the past 18 months, gun violence 
has claimed lives at schools in Pearl, 
MS, as mentioned by my colleague; 
West Paducah, KY; Edinboro, PA; Fay-
etteville, TN; Springfield, OR; and 
Richmond, VA. Each time as our coun-
try watched in horror, we wondered if 
this senseless violence would ever stop. 

Mr. President, the picture painted by 
these images is ghastly indeed. Our Na-
tion’s schools are not just buildings 
where children and teachers spend 
their days. They are the cornerstones 
of our communities and the centers of 
young precious lives. Parents send 
their children to school day after day 
with the expectation that they will 
learn and that they will be safe. There 
are many things we can do in the Sen-
ate to curb school violence. We must 
not allow schools to become places to 
fear. 

I urge this body to examine this esca-
lating problem. And I urge each Sen-
ator to use National School Violence 
Victims’ Day to create a dialogue with 
school communities in their States. 
When an entire community works to-
gether to improve its schools, everyone 
benefits. Every child deserves the op-
portunity to attend a safe school where 
he or she may worry about math and 
science, not guns and violence. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield back the remainder of our 

time. 
Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. I ask unanimous consent 

to be added as a cosponsor on the reso-
lution offered by both of our colleagues 
from Arkansas. I commend them high-
ly for this. I hope all of our colleagues 
will join them. 

This is the kind of issue we need to 
speak out on. Incidents like these have 
caused great pain across the country. 
Yet, too often, the problem of school 
violence only receives attention at the 
moment a tragedy occurs. 

So I commend both of my colleagues 
and ask to be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to S. Res. 53 appear at 
the appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 53) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows:
S. RES. 53

Whereas approximately 10 percent of all 
public schools reported at least 1 serious vio-
lent crime to a law enforcement agency over 
the course of the 1996–97 school year; 
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Whereas in 1996, approximately 225,000 stu-

dents between the ages of 12 and 18 were vic-
tims of nonfatal violent crime in schools in 
the United States; 

Whereas during 1992 through 1994, 76 stu-
dents and 29 non-students were victims of 
murders or suicides that were committed in 
schools in the United States; 

Whereas because of escalating school vio-
lence, the children of the United States are 
increasingly afraid that they will be at-
tacked or harmed at school; 

Whereas efforts must be made to decrease 
incidences of school violence through an an-
nual remembrance and prevention education; 
and 

Whereas the Senate encourages school ad-
ministrators in the United States to develop 
school violence awareness activities and pro-
grams for implementation on March 24, 1999: 
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) designates March 24, 1999, as ‘‘National 

School Violence Victims’ Memorial Day’’; 
and 

(2) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation designating March 24, 1999, as ‘‘Na-
tional School Violence Victims’ Memorial 
Day’’ and calling on the people of the United 
States to observe the day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 143 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to 
strongly support the safe-deposit box 
amendment to lock in any future So-
cial Security surpluses to be used only 
for Social Security benefits, Social Se-
curity reform and national debt reduc-
tion. I am pleased to join Senators 
ABRAHAM, DOMENICI, and ASHCROFT in 
offering this amendment. 

Mr. President, we all agree that So-
cial Security is facing a fast-approach-
ing crisis and fundamental reforms are 
needed to save and strengthen the na-
tion’s retirement system. The question 
is, how do we proceed? 

President Clinton unveiled his Social 
Security proposal under his FY 2000 
budget. The bottom line on his plan is 
that it allows the government to con-
trol the retirement dollars of the 
American people by investing it for 
them. 

It does nothing, however, to save So-
cial Security from bankruptcy. Worse 
still, despite his rhetoric of saving 
every penny for Social Security, Presi-
dent Clinton has proposed to take $158 
billion in Social Security dollars to fi-
nance government programs unrelated 
to Social Security. Let me say that 
again—under the President’s budget, 
he proposes to take $158 billion from 
the Social Security surplus fund and 
spend it on other unrelated govern-
ment programs. That is not saving So-
cial Security first. 

The only positive aspect of his pro-
posal is that the President has admit-
ted the insolvency of Social Security 

and has recognized the power of the 
markets to generate a better rate of re-
turn, and therefore improve benefits. 

The fundamental problem with our 
Social Security system is that it’s ba-
sically a Ponzi scheme—that is, a pay-
as-you-go pyramid that takes the re-
tirement dollars of today’s workers to 
pay benefits for today’s retirees. 

It has no real assets and makes no 
real investment. With changing demo-
graphics that translate into fewer and 
fewer workers supporting each retiree, 
the system has begun to collapse. 

Social Security operates on a cash-in 
and cash-out basis. In 1998, American 
workers paid $517 billion into the sys-
tem, but most of the money, $391 bil-
lion, was immediately paid out to 44 
million beneficiaries the same year. 
That left a $126 billion surplus. The 
total accumulated surplus in the trust 
fund is $750 billion. 

Unfortunately, this surplus is only on 
paper. The government has consumed 
all the $750 billion for non-Social Secu-
rity related programs. All it has is the 
Treasury IOUs that fit in four ordinary 
brown accordian-style folders that one 
can easily hold in both hands. 

So when Social Security begins to 
run a deficit, the government has to do 
a couple of things. The government has 
to either tighten its belt, raise taxes, 
or borrow more from the public, or it 
has to lower benefits or raise the re-
tirement age. 

There is a lot of double-counting and 
double talk in President Clinton’s So-
cial Security framework. The truth of 
the matter is the President spends the 
same money twice and claims that he 
has saved Social Security.

All the President has done is create a 
second set of the IOUs to the trust 
fund. It is like taking the money he 
owes Paul out of one pocket and apply-
ing it to the money he owes Peter in 
the other pocket, and then pretending 
that he has doubled his money and is 
now able to pay them both. 

In addition, the President has pro-
posed to spend $58 billion of Social Se-
curity money in FY 2000 for his new 
government spending. Over the next 
five years, he will spend $158 billion of 
Social Security money. 

President Clinton’s plan does not live 
up to his claim of saving Social Secu-
rity. He has not pushed back the date 
for when the Social Security trust fund 
will begin real deficit spending. That 
date is still the same—2013. Social Se-
curity will have a shortfall that year 
and it the shortfall will continue to 
grow larger year after year. 

By 2025, the shortfall will be over $360 
billion a year and by 2035, it will ex-
plode to $786 billion, but by 2055, the 
deficit will run as high as $2.07 trillion.

Since the government has spent the 
surplus and has not set aside money to 
make up for this shortfall, it will have 
to raise taxes to cover the gap—some-
thing that economists estimate will re-
quire a doubling of the payroll tax. 

The proposal by the President to 
have the government invest a portion 
of the Social Security Trust Funds is 
no solution. It would give the govern-
ment unwarranted new powers over our 
economy, and it will not provide retir-
ees the rate of return they deserve. 

In last year’s Humphrey-Hawkins 
hearing, I asked Federal Reserve Chair-
man Alan Greenspan whether we 
should allow the government to invest 
the Social Security Trust Funds in the 
markets, and if this is the right direc-
tion in which we should be going. Here 
are his exact words: 

No, I think it’s very dangerous . . . I don’t 
know of any way that you can essentially in-
sulate government decision-makers from 
having access to what will amount to very 
large investments in American private in-
dustry . . . 

I am fearful that we are taking on a posi-
tion here, at least in conjecture, that has 
very far-reaching, potential danger for a free 
American economy and a free American soci-
ety. 

It is a wholly different phenomenon of hav-
ing private investment in the market, where 
individuals own the stock and vote the 
claims on management, (from) having gov-
ernment (doing so). 

I know there are those who believe it can 
be insulated from the political process, they 
go a long way to try to do that. I have been 
around long enough to realize that that is 
just not credible and not possible. Some-
where along the line, that breach will be bro-
ken. 

Mr. President, Chairman Greenspan 
is right. We should never venture out 
onto what the Chairman calls ‘‘a slip-
pery slope of extraordinary mag-
nitude.’’ 

It is going to take real reform, not 
Washington schemes, to help provide 
security in retirement for all Ameri-
cans. The first essential step is to stop 
raiding from the Social Security Trust 
Funds, and truly preserve and protect 
the Social Security surplus to be used 
exclusively for Social Security. This is 
exactly what this safe-deposit box 
amendment will achieve. This amend-
ment would first take Social Security 
completely out of the Federal budget 
and it requires the surplus to be used 
only for Social Security benefits, So-
cial Security reform and debt reduc-
tion. It creates a super-majority point 
of order for using this surplus for other 
purposes. The amendment also ensures 
all Social Security benefits will be paid 
in full. 

Many of us in Congress agree with 
the President that we should, and in-
deed must, devote the entire Social Se-
curity surplus to saving Social Secu-
rity, not just to talk about it, but do 
it; not spend the money, but to set it 
aside. However, his plan does not do 
what he says while ours does. Again, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Abraham amendment. 
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This amendment expresses the sense of 
the Senate that the Social Security 
surpluses be used only for preserving 
and protecting Social Security, and 
that new procedural safeguards be en-
acted to ensure this outcome. 

The Abraham amendment provides 
an important first step in saving Social 
Security, and is an excellent occasion 
to reflect on the issues before the Con-
gress in preserving Social Security for 
the long-term. Social Security’s finan-
cial problems of Social Security are 
well known, but bear repeating. In just 
15 years, in 2013, Social Security ben-
efit payments will exceed revenues, 
and Social Security will need to tap its 
Trust Fund. 

Today’s Trust Fund is relatively 
small, equal to about a year-and-a half 
benefits and intended as a cushion in 
an economic downturn. However, the 
Trust Fund will swell over the next 15 
years because of payroll tax surpluses 
and interest. Between 2013 and 2032, So-
cial Security Trust Fund will need to 
spend over $6 trillion for benefits. But 
the Trust Fund is simply a claim on 
the U.S. Treasury. Future taxpayers—
our children, our grandchildren, even 
our great grandchildren—will have to 
pay off this debt. Even so, the Trust 
Fund will be empty in 2032, and Social 
Security can pay only 75 percent of 
benefits from annual revenues. 

Worse yet, the President has pro-
posed to add even more debt to the 
Trust Fund. Although the President 
claims his plan would extend solvency 
to 2050, in fact the President would 
simply commit another $24 trillion of 
future Federal budgets to Social Secu-
rity. David Walker, head of the General 
Accounting Office, delivered this stark 
assessment of President’s proposal at a 
February 9th Finance Committee hear-
ing: ‘‘It would be tragic indeed if [the 
President’s] proposal, through its budg-
etary accounting complexity, masked 
the urgency of the Social Security sol-
vency problem and served to delay 
much-needed action.’’ 

Most traditional fixes won’t work, ei-
ther. Social Security has faced finan-
cial crises before—in 1977 and again in 
1983. Both times, the biggest part of 
the solution was a hike in payroll 
taxes. The result? Today, 80 percent of 
American families pay more in payroll 
taxes than income taxes (with the em-
ployer share factored in). And let’s re-
member, Social Security taxes are on 
the first dollar of income—no deduc-
tions, no exemptions. 

Mr. President, there is broad bipar-
tisan agreement that there may be an-
other way to preserve and protect So-
cial Security benefits—personal retire-
ment accounts. While proposals differ, 
personal retirement accounts would 
provide each working American with 
an investment account he or she owns. 
With even conservative investment in 
stocks and bonds and the power of com-
pound interest, personal retirement ac-

counts can provide a substantial retire-
ment nest egg. 

As Senator PAT MOYNIHAN, my col-
league on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, has pointed out, with annual 
deposits equal to just 2 percentage 
points of the current payroll tax, ‘‘A 
worker who spent 45 years with the 
Bethlehem Steel Company could easily 
find himself with an estate of half a 
million dollars. The worker could pass 
on that wealth to his or her heirs.’’ 

How remarkable! 
Personal retirement accounts em-

body other enduring American values 
as well. Creating these accounts would 
give the majority of Americans who do 
not own any investment assets a new 
stake in America’s economic growth—
because that growth will be returned 
directly to their benefit. More Ameri-
cans will be the owners of capital—not 
just workers. 

Creating these accounts may encour-
age Americans to save more. Today, 
Americans save less than people in 
most countries, and even this low sav-
ings rate has declined in recent years. 
Personal retirement accounts will 
demonstrate how even small personal 
savings grow significantly over time. 

Creating these accounts will help 
Americans to better prepare for retire-
ment. According to one estimate, 60 
percent of Americans are not actively 
participating in a retirement program 
other than Social Security. Indeed, 
most Americans have little idea of 
what they will need in order to retire 
when and how they want. Personal re-
tirement accounts can help Ameri-
cans—particularly Baby Boomers—bet-
ter understand retirement planning. 

And these accounts may point the 
way to a more flexible Social Security 
program. Today, Social Security is a 
‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ program. People re-
ceive a fixed benefit based on earnings 
and the number of years worked, with 
the earliest benefits available at age 
62. But if an individual takes early re-
tirement but still wants to work, So-
cial Security cuts his or her benefits. 
Personal accounts can be crafted to 
give individuals more control over re-
tirement decisions, and eliminate the 
penalty for working. 

Setting up a personal retirement ac-
counts program will be a big job. Who 
will hold, manage, and invest the ac-
counts? How much will it cost to run 
the program? What kinds of invest-
ment choices should be allowed? How 
to finance the accounts? The White 
House Conference should tackle each of 
these issues. Fortunately, there are 
proven models, such as the Federal 
Thrift Savings Plan, a pension savings 
and investment plan for Federal em-
ployees. 

Indeed, I have introduced legislation, 
S. 263, the Personal Retirement Ac-
counts Act of 1999, that would get ac-
counts up and running with a portion 
of the budget surplus to answer just 
these questions. 

Mr. President, personal retirement 
accounts have one other big promise. 
Poll after poll find that Social Secu-
rity is the most popular Federal gov-
ernment program, deservedly so. But 
the same polls also show that many 
Americans, particularly young Ameri-
cans, doubt they will receive benefits 
when they retire. Personal retirement 
accounts can provide the account-
ability and assurances that Americans 
are asking for, and restore the con-
fidence of the American people in So-
cial Security. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senator from 
Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, be added as a 
cosponsor of the Abraham amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I want 
to start by commending the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee for his outstanding work in pro-
ducing this budget. He has been such a 
leader in fiscal responsibility. Once 
again he has done an outstanding job 
in crafting this budget resolution. I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment offered by my friend and col-
league from Michigan, Senator ABRA-
HAM. This amendment would preserve 
and protect Social Security. I also 
commend Senator DOMENICI for his 
very innovative work in crafting this 
very important amendment. 

President Clinton has proposed de-
voting 62 percent of the surplus over 
the next 15 years to shoring up Social 
Security. On the surface, that sounds 
good. After all, we are all committed to 
protecting Social Security. But let’s 
take a closer look at the President’s 
proposal. 

On closer examination, the Presi-
dent’s plan is nothing but a shell game. 
First, he devotes to the Social Security 
trust fund trust fund payroll taxes that 
already belong to Social Security. 
Then he lends this money to the Fed-
eral Government for new programs. 
The bottom line is that instead of pre-
serving the money for Social Security, 
President Clinton actually ends up 
spending $158 billion of Social Secu-
rity’s money for programs completely 
unrelated to Social Security. Both the 
General Accounting Office and the Con-
gressional Budget Office have pointed 
out the double counting and the other 
significant flaws in the President’s pro-
posal. 

Social Security is currently running 
a surplus because the program is tak-
ing in more in payroll taxes than it is 
paying out in benefits. But, as the Pre-
siding Officer well knows, this will not 
always be the case. 

In 2013, payroll taxes will not be suf-
ficient to pay benefits and the Social 
Security program will either have to 
raise taxes, cut spending, go further 
into debt, or use more general fund 
money, if we are to continue to meet 
our full obligation to Social Security 
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beneficiaries. By the year 2030, the 
trust fund will be completely ex-
hausted if we do not take steps to save 
the program. We certainly, given this 
dire picture, cannot afford to squander 
the Social Security surpluses by spend-
ing them on other programs. 

The current Social Security surplus 
conceals the true picture of our na-
tional budget. But for the temporary 
Social Security surplus, the Federal 
Government would actually be running 
a $6 billion deficit this year. I want to 
repeat that. There is a lot of misunder-
standing. A lot of people think that we 
actually have a surplus in this upcom-
ing year. The fact is, the surplus is due 
entirely to the surplus in the Social 
Security trust fund. If we take out the 
Social Security surplus, we would in 
fact be running a $6 billion deficit. 

The fact is, there is no real surplus in 
fiscal year 2000. We do not start to see 
real surpluses in the rest of the Gov-
ernment programs until the fiscal year 
2001. 

The amendment that I have cospon-
sored, which is before us today, ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that we 
pass legislation that would lock in So-
cial Security surpluses by mandating 
that trust fund dollars could be spent 
only for the payment of Social Secu-
rity benefits for Social Security reform 
or to pay down our national debt. 
Under this lockbox proposal, Social Se-
curity funds could not be spent on non-
Social Security programs. They also 
could not be used to finance tax cuts. 

This legislation would establish in 
law a declining limit on the level of 
debt held by the public. These limits 
would decline in 2-year intervals by an 
amount equal to the Social Security 
trust fund surpluses for those years. 
Under this proposal, trust fund bal-
ances could be used to retire the debt, 
but not for new spending on programs 
unrelated to Social Security. The re-
sult of this innovative program is that 
public debt would decline by $417 bil-
lion. That is 32 percent more than it 
would under the President’s proposal. 

Mr. President, in 1998 alone, the Fed-
eral Government spent nearly $162 bil-
lion to make interest payments on our 
national debt. That amounts to more 
than 6.7 percent of total Federal spend-
ing. In passing this important legisla-
tion, we would free up this money that 
otherwise would have to be spent on in-
terest payments on our national debt. 

This amendment clearly affirms our 
commitment to preserving and pro-
tecting Social Security. It safeguards 
the Social Security trust fund from 
spending raids. It reduces our public 
debt. It lowers our interest payments. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me 
in supporting this very important ini-
tiative. 

Once again, I commend the Senator 
from Michigan, Mr. ABRAHAM, and the 
Senator from New Mexico, Mr. DOMEN-
ICI, for their innovative approach in 

coming up with a program that will 
truly protect our Social Security sur-
pluses. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I will be offering an 
amendment. Have we dealt with the 
amendment of the Senator from Min-
nesota? I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CRAPO. Reserving the right to 
object, I want to speak briefly on that 
amendment before we lay it aside, if 
possible, or can we come back to it? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have no objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my good friends, Sen-
ators ABRAHAM, DOMENICI, and 
ASHCROFT, in supporting this amend-
ment. I appreciate the courtesy allow-
ing me to make these remarks before 
we set the amendment aside. 

I particularly thank Senator DOMEN-
ICI for putting together a well-crafted 
budget that achieves the important 
principles of protecting Social Secu-
rity, paying down the debt, and staying 
within the budget caps. 

I have a very specific interest in the 
lockbox legislation that is being pro-
posed, because over the last 6 years as 
I served in the House of Representa-
tives, I advocated a lockbox concept 
which was, at that time, focused on 
taking the spending we save through 
budget battles and locking it away for 
paying down the national debt or re-
ducing the deficit at that point in 
time, rather than allowing it to be 
spent on further Federal spending. 

This lockbox legislation which I 
worked on in the House for the last 5 or 
6 years passed the House four times, 
never to make it through the Senate or 
signed into law. So it is particularly 
pleasing to me to see the concept now 
being used as we move into a surplus 
environment in our budget process to 
allow us to lock away the Social Secu-
rity surpluses and make sure that Con-
gress does not continue the practices of 
the past in spending those surpluses on 
other Federal spending. 

This amendment which is being dis-
cussed in this proposal recommends 
locking the Social Security surpluses 
by requiring that they are to be used to 
pay down the public debt, rather than 
allowing Congress to continue to spend 
those funds elsewhere. It is no different 
from what should happen under current 
practices when the entire Government 

runs a total surplus, but there is no 
mechanism to lock these funds away 
and prevent Congress from spending 
them. 

Social Security surpluses help to pay 
for the rest of Government when it 
runs a deficit. Starting in 2001, it is ex-
pected that the Federal Government 
will run surpluses in the rest of the 
Government and will not rely on Social 
Security surpluses. 

The amendment recommends estab-
lishing a declining limit on the level of 
debt held by the public. These limits 
would decline in 2-year intervals by the 
amount equal to the Social Security 
trust fund surpluses for those years, 
and those declining limits would dedi-
cate Social Security surpluses to re-
ducing the public debt, thereby not 
only reducing our debt but strength-
ening and stabilizing the Social Secu-
rity trust funds at the same time. 

The amendment also recommends es-
tablishing a 60-vote point of order 
against any legislation which results in 
the public debt limits specified in the 
law being exceeded. 

This amendment reaffirms the off-
budget treatment of Social Security 
and prohibits the inclusion of Social 
Security funds in budget totals. 

A point I think that needs to be made 
is this: Today, across America, you 
hear many, many people calling for us 
to strengthen and protect Social Secu-
rity. There are lots of different ideas 
being discussed about how we should 
accomplish that, but this proposed 
amendment does what everyone else is 
talking about. It makes it absolutely 
clear that those Social Security trust 
fund dollars will be set aside, they will 
be locked up, so they can be used for 
nothing other than reducing the public 
debt or funding a Social Security re-
form piece of legislation. 

I do not see how anyone who pro-
fesses to support stabilizing and 
strengthening our Social Security sys-
tem cannot support this amendment. It 
is time we put into effect a lockbox 
mechanism to assure that neither this 
Congress, nor future Congresses, can 
take the Social Security trust funds 
and use them for any purposes other 
than that for which they were in-
tended. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Does the Senator 

from Illinois want to respond to this 
amendment? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, 
yes, I would like to speak to Senator 
ABRAHAM’s amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will be happy, 
Mr. President, to yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak in favor 
of Senator ABRAHAM’s amendment to 
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ban our Government from continuing 
to plunder the Social Security trust 
funds. For many years, our Govern-
ment has taken all of the money that 
goes into the Social Security trust 
funds, taken every cent and spent it on 
other programs. The fact of the matter 
is, there is now no money in the Social 
Security trust fund. There is just a pile 
of IOUs, and those IOUs do our country 
no good when we hit 2013 and Social Se-
curity taxes are insufficient to pay cur-
rent benefits. 

Come 2013, no matter what the bal-
ance of IOUs is in the Social Security 
trust fund, we are either going to have 
to cut benefits or raise taxes or dra-
matically increase our Government’s 
borrowings in order to pay Social Secu-
rity benefits. I applaud Senator DOMEN-
ICI, Senator ABRAHAM, and those who 
are working to ban our Government 
from plundering the Social Security 
trust fund. 

I want to show the Senate what the 
President’s budget projections are for 
the next few years and to raise some 
questions about those projections. 

The President claims the budget will 
be in surplus through the year 2004 and 
is suggesting in the current fiscal year 
we will have a $79.3 billion surplus; 
next year, $117 billion; rising to a sur-
plus of $207 billion in 2004. 

There is a problem with this. As 
some may have noticed, our national 
debt is continuing to grow despite 
these proposed budget surpluses. In 
fact, if you look at the appendix to 
President Clinton’s budget, which he 
claims is going to be in surplus from 
now until 2004, if you look in the back, 
you will find that our national debt is 
going to continue to rise. 

I ask the Members of this body, Does 
it make any sense for our national debt 
to continue to rise when we have sur-
pluses? How can our national debt rise 
if we have surpluses? Well, the answer 
to that question is, we do not really 
have surpluses. They are borrowing all 
of this money from the Social Security 
trust fund. 

If you look back in history, we have 
borrowed $1.67 trillion from Govern-
ment trust funds. And to date, as of the 
end of the last fiscal year, our Govern-
ment had borrowed $730 billion from 
the Social Security trust fund. All that 
money that people all across the coun-
try have been paying for years in So-
cial Security taxes, they knew some of 
it was going out to pay current bene-
fits, but they also thought some of it 
was being set aside in a trust fund. 

It turns out they have plundered that 
trust fund. There is no money in it ex-
cept a bunch of IOUs. And when we bor-
row from these trust funds, it gets 
added to our national debt. So right 
now, people in this country are being 
told that we are running surpluses, but 
what they are not being told is that we 
are continuing to borrow from Social 
Security and other trust funds and that 

we are digging our hole deeper. We are 
making the national debt worse. 

These are the amounts the President 
proposes to continue borrowing from 
the Social Security trust fund in his 
budget which makes projections out 
through 2004. This year he proposes 
borrowing $121 billion from the Social 
Security trust fund and $67 billion from 
other trust funds. That is the source of 
the surplus they have. But when you 
take that out, if you had an honest ac-
counting, if the Government were not 
allowed to use deceptive accounting 
practices, it would be forced to show 
that, in fact, there is an ongoing def-
icit. 

In any case, I applaud Senator ABRA-
HAM. He is absolutely on the right 
track. We need to protect the Social 
Security trust fund. That Social Secu-
rity trust fund lockbox idea that Sen-
ator DOMENICI has worked on with 
many others is worthy of our pursuit. 
This is the only plan out there that 
will protect 100 percent of the Social 
Security trust fund. 

I come from a banking background. 
For many years I worked in banking in 
my home State of Illinois. There is 
nothing more abhorrent to me than the 
notion of a trust fund being managed 
by the Government that is being raided 
by the Government. In our law in the 
private sector, the highest burden is 
imposed upon those who manage trust 
funds. Anybody who plundered a trust 
fund in the private sector would be 
sent off to prison. Any private em-
ployer in the United States who 
reached into their employees’ pension 
fund and took all that money out and 
spent it on other programs would, 
under Congress’ own laws, go to jail. 

It is high time that Congress stop 
itself from raiding the Nation’s pension 
funds, from raiding Social Security, 
and instead try to save the money that 
is going in there; do not spend it on 
other programs; do not touch it but 
treat it like a real trust fund. And I am 
delighted that we have made this ef-
fort. I think it will be a great funda-
mental breakthrough. 

I applaud Senator DOMENICI and look 
forward to working with the rest of the 
Members of the Senate to achieve this 
very important goal. 

Mr. President, thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). Who yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

we are going to offer an amendment, 
and we had worked out an under-
standing, one where we would have two 
Members on the Democrat side with an 
opportunity to speak. I expect to hear 
from Senator DURBIN after I am done. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask the Senator, 
are you going to offer an amendment 
while this amendment is still pending? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We will set this 
aside. I ask——

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if you could 
tell us, if we leave things like they are, 
there is about how much time left on 
this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 21 minutes 10 seconds. The 
Senator from New Jersey has 45 min-
utes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Forty-five min-
utes on——

Mr. DOMENICI. This amendment. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. We looked at the 

amendment. I have not worked out an 
understanding yet. Why don’t we take 
a couple minutes to see what we have 
there so we can be responsive. Is the 
debate wrapped up on your side? 

Mr. DOMENICI. One more Senator 
wants to make brief comments, but 
that will be brief. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is that Senator 
here now? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am willing to set it 
aside. I just wanted to see if we could 
understand how much time was still on 
it when we got back to it. But we can 
resolve that later. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
assume this is working off a 2-hour or 
1-hour——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. First-de-
gree amendments are covered by 2 
hours. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Two hours. All 
right. 

I ask unanimous consent that we lay 
aside the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

want to speak before I offer my amend-
ment, so I ask my time be taken off the 
bill itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I want to try to organize a point of 
view here that is substantially dif-
ferent than we have heard for the past 
while, and I say that with all due re-
spect to my colleagues. And I mean 
that sincerely. 

We have developed in the Budget 
Committee, I think, an operating mode 
that says that everybody, every mem-
ber of that committee, is entitled to re-
spect for their point of view, with ade-
quate time to discuss it. I have served 
on that committee for many years, and 
I think it is perhaps the most amiable, 
the most cooperative operation of the 
Budget Committee that I have seen. I 
commend the chairman, Senator 
DOMENICI, for his effort. 

We have struck an agreement, kind 
of informally, about it, but it has 
worked. And we disagree sharply on 
points of view. And sometimes, as Sen-
ator DOMENICI has said, our faces get 
red. But he was warned, he told me, 
that red faces do not win amendments 
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or win points of view. So we kind of 
dropped the red-face approach, the 
swollen veins, that kind of thing. 

But here I will venture a little bit 
into dangerous territory, because what 
we have heard so far is the accusation 
of double counting and talking about 
the structure, not the significance, not 
the meaning, not the value of the pro-
gram, but whether or not this counts 
doubly when we credit Social Security 
or credit Medicare by giving them Gov-
ernment IOUs. The U.S. Government 
IOUs have the full faith and credit of 
the U.S. Government. 

I do not know where it is better, be-
cause I have met lots of people who 
have made lots of money. I was in the 
business world for years before I came 
to the Senate. I ran a big company, and 
a lot of the people I know who got sur-
pluses, significant surpluses, invested 
them in Government bonds because 
they wanted to know that a certain 
part of their portfolios are protected by 
the full faith and credit of the U.S. 
Government. 

So even though interest rates are 
lower than you might normally get, 
that is the reserve, the kitty, as we 
call it sometimes, that they can always 
count on, no matter what happens with 
the stock market. So I do not know 
why it is such a sin to say to the Medi-
care trust fund or the Social Security 
trust fund, ‘‘Hey, invest your money in 
Government IOUs,’’ because they are 
protected—first line—by the full faith 
and credit of the U.S. Government. 

To me, it makes sense, because to 
have the money lie there, funds lie 
there fallow, without gathering inter-
est or return on the funds, depreciates 
the amount of spending that can be of-
fered to beneficiaries in the later 
years. 

I don’t understand some of the scorn 
with which Government IOUs are 
treated. It doesn’t make sense to me. I 
know and meet rich folks who keep 
much of their money in the U.S. Gov-
ernment IOUs. 

In order to make the argument, there 
are some negatives applied with ref-
erence to those who made money pay-
ing the biggest taxes. If we have a tax 
reduction of 10 percent, why shouldn’t 
the people who make all that money 
get a commensurate reduction, an 
equal reduction? 

I want to confirm something because 
there is a question raised about wheth-
er a 10-percent tax cut is really there 
by direction of the Budget Committee. 
It certainly is not, because the Budget 
Committee doesn’t have the right to do 
that; the Finance Committee does. And 
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. ROTH, told Reuters that 
he was very much in favor of using the 
bigger-than-expected budget surplus to 
fund across-the-board income tax cut 
of 10 percent or more. 

He goes on to say, ‘‘I don’t think it’s 
too big [the 10 percent income tax cut]; 

if anything, I would like to see it big-
ger.’’ 

That says something about someone 
of influence in the Republican Party 
and in this Senate. Again, he is a very 
distinguished Senator, long-serving 
Senator, and chairman of the Finance 
Committee. He is probably the most 
powerful Chair position that we have in 
the Senate. 

He said it, 10 percent. 
Now, back to where we were. Some-

one who earns an average of $800,000 a 
year, the top 1 percent of the income 
earners in the country, would get 
$20,000; and someone who earns $38,000 
would get $99. The sarcastic or the sar-
donic tone that was used was if they 
made more, why shouldn’t they get 
more? The difference is that when 
someone has earned $800,000, they don’t 
need the $20,000 as much as the person 
who is making $38,000 or $39,000 needs 
some relief. Any family that has a 
$38,000-a-year income is not looking at 
luxury. They are not looking for a tax 
cut so they can buy a car or a boat. 

I have heard it said that a rising tide 
lifts all boats. I know if you want to 
buy an expensive yacht, one that is 
over 100 feet long, the typical wait is 2 
to 3 years. If someone has to wait 2 or 
3 years to buy a yacht, I assure you 
that is quite a different position than 
someone who is making $700 or $800 a 
week supporting a family of four, try-
ing to make sure that the kids can get 
an education, make sure there is a roof 
over their heads, and a decent homelife 
so they can enjoy some degree of the 
comforts of life. They can use the tax 
cuts. 

Boy, I am for it 100 percent—targeted 
tax cuts to people who work hard and 
who need the money. I approve of the 
tax cuts that would support long-term 
care. I approve of the tax cuts that 
would support child care for modest-in-
come people. Those are the kinds of tax 
cuts that distinguish this side of the 
aisle, the Democrats, from those on 
that side of the aisle. 

I heard someone say something that 
struck me as being rather amusing—
that the Democrats are the ones with 
the personal money. Some have it and 
some don’t. That is true on both sides 
of the aisle. I am trying to think it 
through, but those I know who have 
worked hard to make their fortune 
earn respect for having done that, 
whether they are Republicans or Demo-
crats. Some Members who didn’t work 
hard but have money anyway are also 
decent people. It doesn’t matter how 
much money you have; it is how much 
you have in your heart. 

I come from a poor family, a family 
that hardly ever had a dinner together 
because we were always working in the 
store; one of us would be standing 
while the others were sitting and eat-
ing. 

I have an understanding of what pov-
erty or small incomes mean. I always 

thought that a good idea for incoming 
Senators and Congresspeople would be 
to spend a month or two in poverty, 
live in the kind of circumstances that 
we see in our cities and our rural com-
munities. Live where you don’t know 
what kind of food you will be able to 
give your children. Live where you 
don’t know whether you will be dispos-
sessed because you haven’t paid the 
rent, and live where the best fun a 
child can have is to play ball in the 
street. We need a sprinkling of that in 
this place to bring an element of re-
ality about what life is about and not 
talk about tax cuts for the rich in the 
same terms that we discuss tax cuts for 
hard-working people who need a little 
help with long-term care for a sick rel-
ative or an elderly parent. It is quite a 
different thing when we discuss things 
from that point of view. 

The thing that matters most to mod-
est-income people who have worked 
hard all their lives is to save Social Se-
curity. Turn the promise into reality, 
the promise that was made in 1935 
when Social Security was conceived, 
the program that was conceived that 
said to people, work as hard as you 
can. Whether you work for a company 
and you lose your job along the way or 
you don’t lose your job, Social Secu-
rity is there for you. Full faith and 
credit of the U.S. Government will pay 
for it.

One of the worst afflictions we have 
in our society today, one of the worries 
we have, is that people are afraid they 
will lose their health insurance. It was 
said by one of my colleagues before, 
over 40 million people in this country 
are without health insurance. It is a 
devastating thought—the prospect of 
someone getting sick and not being 
able to maintain their health care cov-
erage, watching not only their health 
go down the drain but their finances as 
well. 

We have an obligation, I think, to 
make sure that every one of our citi-
zens in this country has a chance at 
some kind of minimum health care, so 
they don’t have to worry about going 
bankrupt if they run into an illness 
along the way. 

AMENDMENT NO. 144 
(Purpose: To ensure that Congress saves So-

cial Security and strengthens Medicare be-
fore using projected budget surpluses for 
new spending or tax breaks) 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk, and I 
ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-

TENBERG] proposes an amendment numbered 
144.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unani-
mous-consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. ll. SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-

CARE FIRST. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider—
(1) any bill, resolution, motion, amend-

ment, or conference report that would reduce 
revenues without offsetting them in accord-
ance with the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 until Congress first enacts legislation 
that—

(A) ensures the long-term fiscal solvency 
of the Social Security Trust Funds and ex-
tends the solvency of the Medicare Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund by at least 12 years; 
and 

(B) includes a certification that the legis-
lation complies with subparagraph (A); or 

(2) any bill, resolution, motion, amend-
ment, or conference report that would in-
crease spending above the levels provided in 
this resolution, unless such spending in-
creases are offset in accordance with the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 until Con-
gress first enacts legislation that—

(A) ensures the long-term fiscal solvency 
of the Social Security Trust Funds and ex-
tends the solvency of the Medicare Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund by at least 12 years; 
and 

(B) includes a certification that the legis-
lation complies with subparagraph (A). 

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—
(1) WAIVER.—The point of order in sub-

section (a) may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under subsection (a). 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment stands for the propo-
sition that before we spend a penny of 
any surplus we ought to work hard to 
save Social Security and Medicare. 
That is what our primary obligation 
ought to be. 

This amendment would make it out 
of order to consider any new spending 
or revenue reductions before we have 
enacted legislation to ensure the long-
term solvency of Social Security, and 
to extend the solvency of the Medicare 
hospital insurance trust fund by at 
least 12 years. 

It has been said by our friends on the 
other side that we don’t add a penny. 
Well, it is not so. We can disagree. I 
wouldn’t call my friends on the other 
side dishonest if they disagree with me. 
I don’t like it when we are called dis-
honest or deceptive or that the Presi-
dent of the United States is lying when 
he lays down a budget. 

You can argue this thing from all 
sides of the discussion. Some think 
that OMB has a more reliable fore-
casting ability; some think CBO. We 
are obliged to respond to our needs by 
using CBO as a reference. The fact of 
the matter is, if there is a difference, it 
is not because someone is trying to 
cheat here or someone is being dis-
honest; it is a difference of view. Let 
the public hear it. Let the public listen 
to this debate. 

As I look at things now, times are 
good today, but we still face tremen-
dous long-term challenges. This is the 
time to deal with those challenges. We 
don’t know how much of projected sur-
pluses we will need. The Social Secu-
rity trust fund is projected to become 
insolvent in 2032, and I don’t hear many 
arguments about that. 

At that point, revenues will only be 
sufficient to fund about three-quarters 
of the benefits that were initially 
promised. Mr. President, 2032 is not a 
long time in the scheme of things. It is 
long when you have as much white hair 
as I have, or as much as the chairman 
has, but it is only three decades away. 
Relatively small changes today can 
have a significant impact in the long 
run. If we wait too long, the changes 
necessary to establish long-term sol-
vency may be too wrenching and too 
difficult to accomplish. 

Meanwhile, Mr. President, Medicare’s 
problems are even more urgent. The 
program’s trust fund faces insolvency 
in 2008. That is not a long time away. 
We can’t afford to wait much longer be-
fore we act to extend its life and to 
make those changes that would pro-
long the life of Medicare beyond even 
2020, which we are trying to establish 
here. 

This amendment simply asks the 
Senate to set its priorities straight. It 
says our first priority should be to save 
Social Security and Medicare. It says 
before we squander surpluses on new 
initiatives, on major tax cuts, let’s do 
first things first and prepare for the fu-
ture, because the retirement of mil-
lions of baby boomers and other young-
er Americans depends upon it. Once we 
have protected Social Security and 
Medicare, we can consider using any 
remaining surpluses for other purposes. 

Mr. President, I want to be clear that 
this is not an anti-tax-cut amendment. 
Like the President, I strongly support 
targeted tax relief for middle-class 
families. I hope we are going to ap-
prove the child care and long-term tax 
credits that the President proposed, 
along with further tax cuts to promote 
savings. Nothing in this amendment 
would block those or any other tax 
cuts. The amendment simply says that 
before we use any of the surpluses—and 
I have to take one moment to remind 
everybody about where we were and 
where we are. In 1992, when President 
Clinton won the election, we were $290 
billion in annual debt. Despite the opti-
mistic forecasts of some, nobody really 
who thought a lot about the budget a 
year or two ago would have thought 
they would be looking at a potential 
budget surplus of over $100 billion in 
this year—$100 billion. 

So I want to give credit where it is 
due. I don’t always agree with the 
President. I don’t agree, necessarily, 
with some of the budget proposals that 
his budget laid out before us. We voted 
against it in the Budget Committee. 

But the fact of the matter is, yes, with 
the work of people like Senator DOMEN-
ICI and others on the Republican side, 
as well as those of us on the Demo-
cratic side, we worked together in 1997, 
as I think we had never done before—at 
least in my memory here—to get a bal-
anced budget in front of us, to get our 
fiscal house in order. It was a tremen-
dous accomplishment. It is reflected in 
the confidence that people have in our 
stock markets and in investments in 
the country. 

Mr. President, we can pass all kinds 
of tax cuts, but we must remember 
that all of these things come in pri-
ority order. This amendment, again, 
says before we use our surpluses, we 
should save Social Security and Medi-
care. So Congress can still pass as 
many tax cuts as it wants, even before 
we address those long-term problems—
we would just have to pay for them—
just so we don’t use up projected sur-
pluses. That should help give us the in-
centives we need to get the job done. 

I also point out, Mr. President, that 
this amendment applies not just to tax 
cuts but also to new spending. We 
should not go on any big spending 
binges, even for worthy causes, until 
we know we have saved Social Security 
and Medicare. That is done in a pro-
spective manner. It is a point in time 
when we can say with a degree of con-
fidence that this is going to take care 
of the elongation of the life of Medi-
care; this is going to take care of the 
solvency of the Social Security pro-
gram until 2075. That is what we want 
to do. We want to know that those 
things are accomplished, and it doesn’t 
matter whether the spending on top of 
that is pursued through direct appro-
priations or through the Tax Code. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment 
says let’s keep our focus on the future, 
let’s keep our priorities straight, let’s 
save Social Security and Medicare 
first—that we do that before we pass 
either new spending or tax cuts that 
use projected budget surpluses. I hope 
we can assemble a point of view that 
constitutes agreement in that direc-
tion, and that we will join together and 
get enough votes from our friends on 
the other side of the aisle. I hope we 
can do it. 

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes, I am de-
lighted to yield. 

Mr. DORGAN. I found the presen-
tation interesting. I ask the Senator 
from New Jersey, is it not the case that 
both of the proposals, the one from the 
majority side and the one from the mi-
nority side, coming from the Budget 
Committee, save all of the Social Secu-
rity surplus, but the major difference is 
that the proposal offered by the Sen-
ator from New Jersey also proposes to 
move some resources to help deal with 
the Medicare issue? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is right. 
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Mr. DORGAN. As I ask that question, 

I intend to come to the floor following 
the Senator from Illinois and make a 
presentation on this issue of saving So-
cial Security. I can recall a few years 
ago when dozens of people on the floor 
stood up and said that proposition is 
nothing but a gimmick. In fact, the 
proposal was to put in the Constitution 
a requirement that the Social Security 
revenues be considered part of ordinary 
revenues for the purpose of deter-
mining whether or not you have a 
budget surplus. I will come to the floor 
to talk about that. 

I just say I am delighted that every-
body apparently has now come to the 
same position on this question of 
whether we ought to save the Social 
Security surpluses for the purpose 
which they were intended in the first 
instance. But those of us who insisted 
that be done, against the wishes of 
those who wanted to put that practice 
in the Constitution about 3 or 4 years 
ago, were told our position was gim-
mickry. 

It not only was not gimmickry, it 
was transcendental truth about what 
we ought to do with these resources. 
The Senator has it right, as does now 
the Senator from New Mexico: Let us 
save the Social Security surplus, but 
let us at the same time allow room, as 
the Senator from New Jersey does, to 
invest and strengthen Medicare at the 
same time. That is, I think, the pur-
pose of the alternative offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey, which I 
think should commend it here to the 
Senate. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank my 
friend from North Dakota. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. There is an understanding—just 
to confirm it—that the next speaker 
will also be from this side of the aisle. 
I assume the Senator from Illinois 
would have our amendment laid aside. 
Is that the idea? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous-consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside and I be allowed to 
address the bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I didn’t hear the re-
quest. 

Mr. DURBIN. I asked that the 
amendment be laid aside for the pur-
pose of a statement in support of the 
bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the ranking Democrat on the com-
mittee, Senator LAUTENBERG from New 
Jersey, for his leadership. I also thank 
Senator DOMENICI for his leadership. 
We have disagreed, and in the course of 
my speech you will hear our areas of 
disagreement. My respect for him has 
not been diminished by those disagree-
ments, and I continue to believe he is 
making a good-faith effort, as we all 
are, to come up with a responsible way 

to deal with our Federal budget in this 
challenging year. Oh, what a different 
challenge it is. 

It was only 2 years ago on the floor of 
the Senate, we must recall, that we ini-
tiated the session by Senator ORRIN 
HATCH, chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, coming to the floor and stack-
ing up over the top of his head all of 
the deficit-ridden budgets of the last 30 
years. He pointed scornfully at these 
budgets and said, ‘‘This Congress can-
not contain itself and control its 
spending, and only with a constitu-
tional amendment, the balanced budg-
et amendment, giving to Federal 
judges and the courts the authority to 
stop Congress from spending, can we 
ever hope to reach the day where we 
will put deficits behind us and live in 
that wonderful land of milk and honey 
called surplus.’’ 

Well, here we are 24 months later 
with no constitutional amendment, no 
balanced budget amendment, no new 
authority in the Federal courts to re-
strain congressional spending, and we 
are debating a surplus. Now, I will con-
cede, as my colleague from Illinois 
mentioned earlier, that the surplus in 
the initial years we are discussing is a 
surplus in trust funds, particularly the 
Social Security trust fund. 

What that means, of course, is that 
employers and employees across Amer-
ica are paying more into the Social Se-
curity program than is needed to pay 
out to the beneficiaries. The excess is 
being saved for the eventuality that 
people like myself—the baby boomer 
generation—will live long enough to go 
to the Social Security window and pick 
up a check. We want to make sure 
there is some money there not only for 
ourselves but for others. The question 
is, What to do with the remainder of 
the surplus? If we are going to dedicate 
62 percent of any surplus in the future 
to the Social Security trust fund, what 
will we do with the rest? 

That is what this budget resolution 
debate is all about, because it comes 
down to some very basic choices. As a 
family’s budget is a series of choices, 
so the Nation’s budget is a series of 
choices. The choices that have been 
made by the Republican majority in 
presenting their budget resolution are 
different than those of us on the Demo-
cratic side. We believe, as they do, that 
at least 62 percent of all of the sur-
pluses in the near future should be 
dedicated to making sure that Social 
Security is solvent. Not good enough 
that the program will be solvent until 
the year 2032. We want to have an ex-
tended life beyond that. 

Then we get into our areas of con-
troversy—a significant controversy for 
American families—because we believe 
on the Democratic side that 15 percent 
of any surpluses should then be dedi-
cated to reducing the debt in Medicare, 
the health insurance program for the 
aged and disabled, a program that is 

literally a lifeline—for 40 million 
Americans will go broke in the year 
2008 if Congress does not act. The 
Democrats believe that we need to 
commit ourselves to Medicare solvency 
and, therefore, we seek in our budget 
resolution to dedicate 15 percent of fu-
ture surpluses to Medicare. 

On the other side of the ledger is a 
stark contrast, because the Republican 
budget resolution does not dedicate one 
penny—not one penny—to Medicare. 
Instead, they want the money to go to-
ward tax cuts. There can’t be two more 
appealing words in the English lan-
guage for a politician to utter than 
‘‘tax cuts.’’ To think that you could 
stand before an audience and say to 
them, ‘‘We are going to let you keep 
more of your money, the Government 
won’t take it,’’ is appealing. 

I suppose we on the Democratic side 
could join in that chorus, but we don’t 
believe that is a responsible course of 
action. We believe that we have an ob-
ligation to Medicare to make certain 
that its future is strong and is right. 
Before we suggest a tax cut of any 
magnitude to any person in America, 
first we must meet our responsibilities. 
The good part of meeting our responsi-
bility is that we not only guarantee 
the future solvency of Medicare but at 
the same time we pay down the na-
tional debt. 

Arranged before me here on the Sen-
ate floor are Senate pages, young peo-
ple from high school who come here 
and work in the Senate, and do a great 
job. I am glad they are here. I am sure 
they are hoping that some of the laws 
that we will pass will make America a 
better place for them to live. This is a 
law which I think addresses the con-
cern that they may not have today but 
they might in the future. 

If we have our way, in the Democrat 
budget resolution, we will start reduc-
ing the national debt that we have to 
pay interest on every year. How much 
is the interest payment this year on 
the national debt? It is about $1 billion 
a day, $355 billion that we are paying 
with Federal tax dollars each year to 
service the national debt that has been 
accumulated over the history of the 
United States. 

We believe on the Democratic side 
that we should set on a course of ac-
tion dedicating money to Social Secu-
rity and Medicare at the same time 
bringing down that national debt, so 
that we can see in the lifetime of the 
young people who serve as pages here a 
dramatic decline in the annual interest 
cost to the Federal Government. What 
it means for their generation is more 
money available, either for tax cuts or 
for programs they think are important 
for the future of this country. But we 
hope to give them that choice. 

On the other side of the aisle, the Re-
publican budget resolution says: ‘‘No. 
Let’s not save the money. Let’s not put 
the money in Medicare. Let’s give it 
away as tax cuts.’’ 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.001 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5524 March 24, 1999
In fairness to the chairman of the 

Budget Committee, he has not speci-
fied what kind of tax cut package he 
has in mind. Some Members of his 
party have already expressed them-
selves. For example, the House Budget 
Committee chairman, Mr. KASICH of 
Ohio, has suggested a 10-percent 
across-the-board tax cut. I want the 
American people to understand what 
that tax cut means to them as opposed 
to the Democratic budget which seeks 
to bring down the national debt and to 
make sure that Medicare is well fund-
ed. 

The Kasich tax cut, the 10-percent 
tax cut, would mean for 60 percent of 
American working families an average 
of $8.25 a month in tax cuts. That is a 
lot of money to put away and to save 
up for a vacation. In all honesty, it is 
not enough money to pay for the cable 
TV bill. But there are those who be-
lieve—as I mentioned, Mr. KASICH, pro-
posals on the Republican side—that is 
preferable, to give that sort of tax cut 
as opposed to putting the money into 
Medicare, as opposed to paying down 
the national debt. I think they are 
wrong. 

I think, if you look at the alter-
natives, it is very graphically dem-
onstrated that in this budget that we 
are presently considering—the Repub-
lican budget—there will be some $831 
billion in tax breaks, and nothing for 
Medicare; not a penny for Medicare. 
That, I think, is a serious mistake. It 
is a serious mistake, because, frankly, 
for 40 million Americans it results in 
some very, very grave decisions. Some 
people say, ‘‘Well, Medicare is just a 
program for the elderly.’’ I know bet-
ter. I think most families do. It is not 
just for the elderly. It is for the chil-
dren and grandchildren of the elderly 
to have the peace of mind that their 
parents and grandparents are going to 
have good, quality, affordable medical 
care. It meant a lot to my family, and 
I think it means a lot to families 
across America. 

If we don’t take the money that the 
Democrats propose in their budget res-
olution and put it into Medicare, I 
would suggest to you that the alter-
natives for that program are grim—
cutting benefits for seniors, asking sen-
iors and disabled Americans who are 
often on fixed incomes to shoulder sub-
stantially higher costs, significantly 
reducing payments to providers, well 
below the cost of providing quality 
medical care, or increasing payroll 
taxes. I don’t want to be a party to 
that. I think that is one of the most 
onerous taxes in America. If we don’t 
face our obligation to make sure Medi-
care is sound, it could lead to increases 
in payroll taxes. 

There was a question raised by some 
as to whether or not the Democratic 
budget resolution will, in fact, do any 
good for Medicare. I have in my hand 
here a letter that was sent to Members 

of Congress that is offered by the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration, which says quite clearly, yes, 
the Democratic budget resolution is 
good for Medicare. It will make sure 
that Medicare remains solvent up to 10 
years beyond the date that we cur-
rently see solvency ending. 

And, of course, if we face Medicare 
without these additional funds, take a 
look at what it does. In the area of pro-
vider cuts, to extend Medicare to 2020 
without new investment, as the Demo-
crats propose, and without benefit cuts 
of payroll tax increases, we would have 
to cut payments to providers by 18 per-
cent or more. That is a cut in the Na-
tion of $349 billion, and over 10 years in 
Illinois alone $14.3 billion. 

I contacted the Illinois hospital ad-
ministrators a few years ago when we 
were in the midst of the same debate, 
and said to the Illinois hospital admin-
istrators, if we have this kind of cut in 
Medicare payments, what will happen? 
For many of the hospitals dependent 
on Medicare—these are hospitals in 
rural areas, hospitals in the inner 
city—they would face closure. It is just 
that serious. The Illinois Hospital 
Health System Association tells me 
that even before the last round of cuts, 
25 percent of Illinois hospitals were 
taking a loss on their in-patient Medi-
care costs. 

If we don’t act responsibly and adopt 
President Clinton’s approach and the 
Democratic budget approach, if we 
don’t put money in Medicare, hospitals 
all across America—in New Jersey, in 
New Mexico, in Maine, in States across 
America—are going to face the same 
kind of pressure. 

Second, there are those who suggest 
let’s put the burden of the cost of Medi-
care reform on the backs of the seniors 
and disabled. That might extend the 
solvency of Medicare, but at a very 
high cost. To date, on average, seniors 
pay 19 percent of their income to pur-
chase the health care that they need. 
And Medicare is currently only paying 
half of their bills. Many seniors live on 
fixed incomes. The median total an-
nual income of Americans over the age 
of 65 is a mere $16,000. And that is hard-
ly a huge sum of money for people to 
survive. For seniors over 85 it plum-
mets to $11,251. For the oldest and 
frailest in America, such as those using 
home health services, the average in-
come is less than $9,000. 

Can someone with this level of in-
come really afford to pay more for 
Medicare so we can give tax cuts to 
some of the wealthiest people in this 
country? I think that is really not fair. 
I think most Americans would react 
the same: $8.25 in tax cuts for 60 per-
cent of America’s working families, is 
that really a valid tradeoff if we are 
going to impose greater burdens on 
seniors under the Medicare program? 

Medicare reform may involve tough 
choices but it should not involve mean 

choices. Reform and investment are 
needed to strengthen Medicare. There 
are those who say if you just put the 
money in Medicare as the Democrats 
propose, they are just never going to 
reform the system. But the reality is, 
the Medicare program has grown. The 
number of beneficiaries has doubled 
since the program was created, and 
Americans are living longer. I think 
there is a fair argument to be made 
that one of the reasons Americans are 
living longer is because they now have 
access to quality health care after re-
tirement. 

There was a day, and I can remember 
as a child, when grandparents moved 
into the homes of your parents. It was 
expected. Then we tried to scrape up 
enough money to make sure medical 
bills were paid, and often they were 
not. Those days are behind us because 
of Social Security and Medicare. Be-
fore Medicare, less than 50 percent of 
retirees had health insurance. Now vir-
tually every elderly American has 
health insurance. 

So here is the priority question for 
us. How much do we value increased 
life expectancy? How much do we value 
the independence of seniors who can 
live confident that they will receive 
quality health care under Medicare? 
Are the people of my generation, who 
are working and contributing to the 
surplus, hopefully soon, willing to defer 
gratification of a tax cut of small mag-
nitude to invest in a retirement insur-
ance program for 40 million Ameri-
cans? I think they are. The choice, of 
course, is whether or not we forgo the 
Republican tax cut and put the money 
into Medicare and reducing the na-
tional debt. 

I would like to take that question to 
the American people by way of ref-
erendum. I think I know what the an-
swer is. It is not just a Democratic 
idea. It was Alan Greenspan who came 
to Congress and said: Suppress the urge 
to cut taxes or to increase spending. 
You should, instead, reduce the na-
tional debt, the debt that is taking so 
much money in interest service pay-
ments each year. It is sound economics 
and it is sound for this country. 

We need the strength to address the 
needs of the Medicare program. 
Changes will have to be made. But 
none of the programs being considered 
presently by the bipartisan Medicare 
Commission really save much money 
in the short term. Some of the pro-
posals, such as raising the age of re-
tirement, ask beneficiaries to pay a lot 
more. They even eliminate graduate 
medical education, so important to 
medical schools across America. We 
need to make sure there is an infusion 
of money into Medicare now to keep it 
strong. It is very unwise to enact large 
tax cuts, to commit to those tax cuts 
before we secure both Medicare and So-
cial Security. 

Let me say a word about one Medi-
care reform, too, that I have addressed 
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in the past. I, for one, am opposed to 
the concept of raising the eligibility 
age for Medicare. Some have suggested 
we raise it to the age of 67 as a way of 
reforming Medicare. The reason for my 
opposition is personal and it is strong. 
I had a brother who retired from a 
well-paid job, working for a major com-
pany. He retired early. They promised 
him a pension and health care benefits. 
He ran into some problems with his 
health. He was required to have some 
major surgery and after his retirement 
with his company his plan canceled his 
health care benefits. It was before he 
reached the age of 65. He literally, 
then, had everything at risk in terms 
of his family’s life savings and his 
plans for retirement because he had no 
health insurance protection and had to 
wait until he reached the age of 65 to 
qualify for Medicare. 

There are too many Americans fall-
ing into this trap. I do not want to see 
us extend it. Instead, I think we need 
to have reforms in Medicare that are 
sensible and we need to have a budget 
that is dedicated to making certain 
that the surplus that we have now and 
in the near future is really focused on 
reducing the national debt and focused, 
first and foremost, on strengthening 
Social Security and Medicare. 

Ask the American people: Would you 
give up the tax cut proposed on the Re-
publican side of the aisle to guarantee 
that Medicare is going to be solvent for 
10 more years? That we will not have 
to close hospitals? That we will not 
have to increase payroll taxes for 
Medicare? That we will not have to 
slash benefits? I think the answer will 
come back resoundingly: Stick with 
the programs that are so critical to 
millions of Americans. Make certain 
the Democratic approach in the budget 
resolution is the one that finally suc-
ceeds. 

We can put off this tax cut debate to 
a later time, and let’s hope our econ-
omy continues to grow so we can con-
sider it. But before we do it, the tax 
cuts, if any, should be targeted to 
those who really need them, and we 
should make sure that Social Security 
and Medicare are still our highest pri-
ority. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GREGG). The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 1 minute. I just want to 
say to Senator DURBIN, I did not know 
my colleague before he came to the 
Senate. Obviously, we do not agree on 
a lot of things. But I compliment him 
on his participation. He had, I think, 
many things going on, but he is a val-
ued member of the committee and I 
think he lent some of that atmosphere, 
that we were all working very hard to 
get our job done. It was about as good 
a 3 days as I have spent on committee 
work, and I thank the Senator for his 
share in that. 

Mr. President, this consent agree-
ment has been cleared on the minority 
side and on our side. 

I ask unanimous-consent that at 3 
this afternoon, the Senate proceed to a 
vote on or in relation to the Abraham 
amendment No. 143, to be followed by a 
vote on or in relation to the Lauten-
berg amendment No. 144, with the time 
between now and then equally divided 
in the usual form. Finally, I ask that 
no second-degree amendments be in 
order to the amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
Would the Senator like to use part of 

this 22 minutes? The Senator is free to 
speak on whatever he likes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we have 
a magnificent contrast in approaches 
to the budget here this year, as we 
often have in the past. 

The budget resolution that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico has presented to 
us is, in fact, a true balanced budget. 
The budget resolution presented to us 
by the President of the United States, 
in fact, spends more than 20 percent of 
the Social Security surpluses over the 
next 5 years on programs that are to-
tally unrelated to Social Security. 

The President has promised that all 
of the Social Security surpluses will go 
into the Social Security system. In 
fact, his budget does not keep that 
promise. The proposal before us from 
the Budget Committee and from the 
Senator from New Mexico does keep 
that promise and calls for the creation 
of a lockbox that prevents the spending 
of Social Security money for other pur-
poses and for other programs. 

Secondly, we do face a crisis in Medi-
care. The Medicare Part A hospital in-
surance trust fund will, in fact, go 
bankrupt in the year 2008, postponed by 
actions taken by the Congress just a 
year ago. 

We have had as our creation a bipar-
tisan Medicare Commission work on 
long-term solutions for Medicare over 
the course of the last year. A majority 
of the members of that Commission, 
but not a sufficient number, have voted 
for true reform in Medicare. That true 
reform has been blocked by the Presi-
dent who instead proposes simply a 
paper transfer, which will literally 
paper over the serious problems that 
Medicare faces until they are far more 
serious than they are today and pro-
vide a burden for our children and 
grandchildren that in all probability 
cannot be met. 

The current issue of Newsweek puts 
this dilemma in graphic terms, stating:

Can the faltering Medicare system be 
saved? Probably not this year. The reason is 
politics. Democrats privately admit they do 
not want a Medicare deal because it would 
deprive them of a powerful campaign issue. 
What many Democrats want is a good issue, 
not good policy, and good policy is what is 
needed.

Good policy will be available. The 
politics are reflected in the amendment 
on which we will vote shortly from the 
Senator from Illinois that simply pa-
pers over the problem itself. 

Third, tax relief. This budget resolu-
tion, sponsored by the senior Senator 
from New Mexico, calls for real tax re-
lief for the American people to be 
taken out of the non-Social Security 
surplus over the course of the next dec-
ade. It gives that offer because it pre-
sumes the logical conclusion that if we 
have a surplus over and above a Social 
Security surplus, it means that the 
people of the United States have been 
overtaxed and that that money should 
stay in their pockets to be used in the 
way in which they wish. 

The President’s proposal, which actu-
ally increases taxes over the next dec-
ade by almost $100 billion, feels that 
the worst thing we can possibly do is 
allow Americans to spend more of their 
own money. Amendment after amend-
ment, which we will be facing today 
and tomorrow and Friday, attempt not 
only to prevent tax relief from taking 
place this year, but prevent tax relief 
from taking place for 10 years, for 12 
years and, in the case of one amend-
ment we expect, for 75 years. The worst 
thing that could possibly happen, ac-
cording to many on the other side, 
would be to provide tax relief for the 
American people out of a genuine non-
Social Security surplus. 

How do they do that? Partly by 
amendments such as the Durbin 
amendment, but primarily through the 
70 or more new spending programs that 
the President has included in his budg-
et, new spending programs that will 
spend money not only from the non-So-
cial Security surplus but to the tune of 
more than $100 billion out of the Social 
Security surplus itself. 

Mr. President, that is the improper 
way in which to go. We should deal 
with the Medicare crisis in a straight-
forward Medicare reform—a difficult 
debate but a solution that is actually 
possible, as indicated by one of the 
leading Members of the Democratic 
Party in this body, Senator BREAUX, in 
his chairmanship of that Medicare Re-
form Commission—through real Social 
Security reform. We must put the en-
tire Social Security surplus aside in a 
lockbox so that it cannot be spent on 
all of the new and increased programs 
advocated by the President’s budget. 
As a consequence, the Abraham amend-
ment is a vitally important amend-
ment and a key to the debate on this 
budget resolution. 

To summarize, the budget resolution 
before us proposed by the Budget Com-
mittee, under the leadership of my 
friend, the senior Senator from New 
Mexico, the chairman, truly protects 
Social Security, truly balances the 
budget of the United States, and pays 
down the debt, truly anticipates Medi-
care reform that is substantive and not 
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inform only, truly limits spending on 
other programs and truly returns the 
surpluses that are appropriately re-
turned to the people of the United 
States to the taxpayers who now are 
overtaxed in a good economy to pay for 
them. 

Mr. President, the Abraham amend-
ment should be supported, the Durbin 
amendment should be rejected, and we 
should go forth and adopt this budget 
resolution, generally speaking, in the 
form in which it finds itself at the 
present time. It is only the first step. 
Many difficult steps remain. But if we 
do so, if, in fact, we limit our insatia-
ble appetite for spending, I believe we 
can promise the American people a 
strong and growing economy for a con-
siderable period of time in the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

conferred with the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Jersey, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, the ranking member of this com-
mittee, and we concur that I should 
seek unanimous-consent of the Senate, 
and I so do, that the time that we use 
for the vote be counted against the 
basic budget resolution time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the occupant 
of the Chair for the excellent sugges-
tion, which is where I got the idea. 

Mr. President, we had two people 
speak under the 22 minutes. Maybe the 
Senator from New Jersey would like to 
speak or someone else. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous-consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining on 
our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 91⁄2 minutes, 
and the Senator from New Jersey has 
18 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 144 
Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to pro-

ceed for 3 or 4 minutes on my time 
awaiting the arrival of Senators with 
whom Senator LAUTENBERG is in touch. 

First of all, everybody should know 
this amendment, offered by the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey, is 
not germane to the budget resolution. 
So at an appropriate time, when all the 
time has been yielded back, I will raise 
a point of order, at which time I as-
sume the Senator from New Jersey will 
seek to waive that. 

I will suggest some things now about 
why our budget is right and why this 
amendment, even though it is not ger-
mane, is not the right thing to do. I 
want to start by quoting a Democratic 
Senator who spent a great deal of time 
and effort trying to reform the Medi-
care program. The amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
says, ‘‘I like the spending part of Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s budget,’’ although I am 
sure he would not like to see it in ef-
fect for awhile. He said, ‘‘Leave that 
alone.’’ If he had not done that, we 
would have said you can spend all the 
surplus. Obviously, he did that. 

Then the Senator said, ‘‘You can’t re-
turn any of this surplus tax money to 
the American taxpayer unless and 
until you have a reform for both Social 
Security and Medicare.’’ Here is what 
one of the Democratic Senators, Sen-
ator BREAUX from Louisiana, said:

Medicare must not be used as a wedge issue 
any longer. The question before this Con-
gress is not whether to cut taxes or whether 
to save Medicare. That is not the choice we 
are facing. I support a tax cut [although he 
says targeted] and I am dedicated to saving 
Medicare. It is not an either/or proposition.

I am glad that is not the Senator 
from New Mexico making that state-
ment, although I could make it. There 
is no question in my mind that is cor-
rect. As a matter of fact, it seems to 
this Senator that if all we had before 
us was the President’s proposal on 
Medicare, which gradually, bit by bit—
most of the proposals of the President’s 
budget are going to be refused in the 
Senate. We are going to adopt the 
Abraham amendment. That says to the 
President: ‘‘You were not right in say-
ing you were saving Social Security 
trust funds; you were saving only a 
part of it and you were spending a part 
of it.’’ This first vote is going to say 
you cannot spend any of it and pro-
poses how a lockbox might be struc-
tured if and when we can get the legis-
lation up to vote on that. 

Now we are talking about Medicare 
and, obviously, before we are finished 
here, no one is going to be for the 
President’s Medicare proposals—or few 
are—because actually it does not do 
anything. It purports to do something, 
but it does nothing. It does not spend a 
penny on prescription drugs. As a mat-
ter of fact, it does not spend a penny of 
new money to fix Medicare at all. 

The budget before us spends $190 bil-
lion to $200 billion more than the Presi-
dent and fully funds Medicare. It does 
not cut $20 billion out of Medicare, 
which the President cut out. 

Then it says: ‘‘Let’s get on with re-
form and fix it; let’s stop talking about 
things in the air; let’s put it on paper 
and let’s start voting.’’ 

We say there is another $100 billion 
left over, not from Social Security, not 
for returning money to the taxpayers, 
another 100 that we say can be used, if 
needed, for Medicare. 

That is going to solve Medicare well 
beyond the 12 years that the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey 
seeks. He seeks a 12-year extension of 
the program. That program, which is 
described in our budget, can solve it for 
much longer than 12 years. 

The problem is, we do not want to 
give the American taxpayers a break 
unless and until we have the reform ac-
complished, and we do not even have a 
proposal from the President of the 
United States. It is grossly unfair, in 
my opinion. 

Clearly, the time has come to reward 
the taxpayers who have been working 
hard to keep this economy going, put-
ting in more and more of their tax dol-
lars. They ought to get some of it back. 
We ought to be for keeping the econ-
omy expanding and growing, producing 
jobs and vitality. 

If you look around the world, West 
Germany is in trouble, and that means 
most of Europe is going to be in trou-
ble, not just Asia, and we are going to 
be the bastion of growth and pros-
perity. We better be ready with some 
tax cuts for American business and for 
the American taxpayer if we want an-
other 6 or 7 years of prolonged, sus-
tained recovery. That is the kind of 
thing we ought to be doing, and it is 
done by this budget, leaving the Con-
gress to decide what kind of tax reduc-
tions they want in the future. 

This budget does not prescribe that. 
Certain Republicans have ideas, and 
certain Democrats have ideas. This 
Senator, my good friend from Lou-
isiana, has ideas. His would be for tar-
geted tax cuts. I do not know what the 
occupant of the Chair would be for, but 
he would have some. 

Only one set of ideas is going to be 
passed. It is going to be passed ulti-
mately by committees after debate and 
committee hearings and the like. The 
question is not whether some of us are 
for an across-the-board tax cut like 
John Kennedy was for; the question is, 
Are we going to provide anything for 
tax cuts? The Lautenberg amendment 
says no. I believe we should not adopt 
it, and we should get on with the budg-
et format and plan contained in the 
budget before us. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 

yield 6 minutes? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the Senator 

will just give me about 2 minutes to re-
spond to Senator DOMENICI. 

I just say that though the quote from 
Senator BREAUX is that it is not an ei-
ther/or proposition, the fact is that the 
Republican priority—and I will do the 
unheard of; I will hold up my own 
sign—that the Republican priority for 
the surplus has made it either/or. We 
have tax breaks for the 10-year period, 
over $800 billion, $831 billion, and Medi-
care, zero. So if we want to discuss 
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what we are going to do for Medicare, 
I guess there is some thought that you 
can help it by giving it nothing, be-
cause that is what is planned. So if we 
are going to use the quote here, then I 
think we have to use it in the context 
of reality. 

With that, since the Senator from 
Massachusetts had asked for the floor, 
Mr. President, I yield—how much time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Six minutes. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 6 minutes 

to the Senator from Massachusetts. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 

listened over the course of the presen-
tations earlier this morning about how 
the Republican budget is going to try 
and solve the problems in Medicare and 
also with regard to prescription drugs, 
and how inadequate the President’s 
program has been in terms of resolving 
Social Security and Medicare. I am 
glad to hear the interpretations of my 
good friends on the other side. 

The fact of the matter is, the Presi-
dent’s program, in allocating the re-
sources for Social Security with 62 per-
cent of the surplus, has been basically 
endorsed by eight Nobel laureates in 
economics and over 100 economic pro-
fessors, along with Alan Greenspan. If 
you listen to our colleagues out here, 
you would think it was a nondescript 
program. But the fact is, it is a solid 
program. It is a sensible program and a 
responsible program. 

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee talks about all the money that 
is going to be there in Social Security. 
He talks about how they are going to 
add $190 billion to Medicare. They have 
to have it. They are not adding any 
money. That is what the cost of the 
program is going to be in the outer 
years. They do not dare cut back on 
that program. That is necessary for the 
very existence of the program over 
that period of time. 

So when they come out and say, 
‘‘We’re adding all of this money and 
protecting the Medicare program,’’ 
that is poppycock; otherwise, they 
would have to justify further cuts in 
the program. These are the best esti-
mates for a continuation of the pro-
gram at the present rate. That is all. 

They have this wonderful other pro-
gram that they talk about that is 
going to be available. I just refer our 
colleagues to the Budget Committee 
report for the concurrent resolution on 
the budget, and look on page 4, at 
about the middle of the page, about 
‘‘Additional On-Budget Surpluses.’’ 
They talk about:

It is estimated, at this time, that nearly 
$133 billion in on-budget surpluses could re-
sult if the resolution were . . . implemented.

That has been revised to $100 billion. 
Now, listen—listen—to this fund that is 
going to be there. At one moment it is 
for prescription drugs and at another 
moment it is for Medicare and at an-

other moment it is for the transition 
to Medicare reform and at another mo-
ment it is for national disasters. Look 
what they say:

These additional funds, if estimates prove 
accurate, would further retire debt held by 
the public or could be made available to as-
sist funding of any transition costs to imple-
ment reforms in the Medicare programs that 
would significantly extend the solvency of 
that program through a reserve fund mecha-
nism adopted by the Committee. Alter-
natively, the on-budget surplus projected by 
the resolution could be needed for funding 
unexpected disasters and emergencies over 
this period.

It does not even refer to prescription 
drugs. It does not even mention it. You 
talk about double counting—you can 
come over to page 90, and you will see 
how they double count it over there. 
We will come back to that. You tie up 
that fund in terms of prescription 
drugs in such a way you will not even 
get an aspirin out of this particular 
proposal, Mr. President. 

I just want to point out that they 
talk about the fund that they are going 
to have with the $100 billion surplus. It 
may be for emergencies. The Budget 
Committee knows you average $9- or 
$10 billion a year in that particular 
program. But if we look at the payout 
for the budget—and I just refer you to 
the budget, S. Con. Res. 20. 

Look on page 5, look at line 18. For 
the year 2000, is there going to be any-
thing in there for Medicare? No. It is $6 
billion in debt. How about line 19, fiscal 
year 2001? Anything in there for Medi-
care transition? Anything in there for 
prescription drugs? Anything in there 
for emergencies? Zero. What about line 
20, for the fiscal year 2002? Zero. What 
about for fiscal year 2003? Zero. What 
about for fiscal year 2004? There is 
$2,899,000,000. Isn’t that something? 
This is their program for saving Medi-
care. This is their program, their own 
figures. 

If I have ever heard something that 
makes absolutely no sense—how can 
any member of the majority in the 
Budget Committee stand up on this 
floor and say that they have anything 
worthwhile in here to protect Medi-
care? 

I say to the Senator, it is $686 billion. 
Even if you use the whole $100 billion, 
it is $686 billion you are going to need 
over 15 years, so you do not have 
enough in here to even begin to save 
Medicare. All we are trying to get is 
honesty in budgeting. 

Under the Democratic program, we 
take all 15 percent and set it aside. You 
can make these debatable points that, 
well, you can’t really transfer the 
funds. Of course you can’t. You have to 
change the law to be able to do it. But 
we understand what is being done out 
here, Mr. Chairman and Senators. We 
understand what is being done. We are 
allocating and indicating what our pri-
orities are. And we are going to save 
Social Security on the one hand, and 

we are going to use that 15 percent for 
Medicare. And we are not going to use 
this $100 billion that does not provide a 
single cent for 5 years and can be used 
either for disasters or for any other 
program that has been outlined in the 
Budget Committee’s report. 

That is not saving Medicare. The 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey, Senator LAUTENBERG, does the 
job. And the amendment of Senator 
CONRAD does the job. We will also have 
an opportunity to offer something that 
will do it. 

So Mr. President, I think it is worth-
while going beyond the rhetoric and 
giving our Members a chance to look 
through both the report and the legis-
lation to try and find out who really is 
interested in preserving Medicare. The 
votes that are going to be offered here 
later this afternoon, starting with Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG’s, and Senator 
CONRAD’s, will give us an opportunity 
to do that. 

The principle set forth in the Lauten-
berg amendment goes to the heart of 
this budget debate: We should not liq-
uidate the surplus by enacting tax cuts 
before we solve the significant finan-
cial problems facing Social Security 
and Medicare. I wholeheartedly agree. 
Placing Social Security and Medicare 
on a firm financial footing should be 
our highest budget priorities. The sur-
plus gives us a unique opportunity to 
extend the long-term solvency of those 
two vital programs without hurting 
the vulnerable elderly who depend upon 
them. We should seize that oppor-
tunity. Two-thirds of our senior citi-
zens depend upon Social Security re-
tirement benefits for more than fifty 
percent of their annual income. With-
out it, half of the nation’s elderly 
would fall below the poverty line. 
These same retirees living on fixed in-
comes rely upon Medicare for their 
only access to needed health care. For 
all of them, this budget does absolutely 
nothing. It does not provide one new 
dollar to support Social Security or to 
support Medicare. It squanders the his-
toric opportunity which the surplus 
has given us. 

On the subject of Social Security, the 
Republican budget is an exercise in de-
ception. The rhetoric surrounding its 
introduction conveys the impression 
that the Republicans have taken a 
major step toward protecting Social 
Security. In truth, they have done 
nothing to strengthen Social Security. 
Their budget would not provide even 
one additional dollar to pay benefits to 
future retirees. Nor would it extend the 
life of the Trust Fund by one more day. 
It merely recommits to Social Security 
those dollars which already belong to 
the Trust Fund under current law. 
That is all their so-called ‘‘lockbox’’ 
does. By contrast, President Clinton’s 
proposed budget would contribute $2.8 
trillion new dollars of the surplus to 
Social Security over the next fifteen 
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years. By doing so, his budget would 
extend the life of the Trust Fund by 
more than a generation to beyond 2050. 

Not only does the Republican plan 
fail to provide new revenue to extend 
the life of the Social Security Trust 
Fund, it does not even effectively guar-
antee that the existing payroll tax rev-
enues will be used to pay Social Secu-
rity benefits. In essence, there is a trap 
door in the Republican ‘‘lockbox’’. 
Their plan would allow Social Security 
payroll taxes to be used to finance un-
specified ‘‘reforms’’. This opens the 
door to risky schemes that would use 
the Social Security surplus to finance 
private retirement accounts at the ex-
pense of Social Security’s guaranteed 
benefits. Such a privatization plan 
could actually make Social Security’s 
financial picture far worse than it is 
today, necessitating deep benefit cuts. 
A genuine ‘‘lockbox’’ would prevent 
any such diversion of funds, but not the 
Republican version. A genuine 
‘‘lockbox’’ would guarantee that those 
dollars would be in the Trust Fund 
when needed to pay benefits to future 
recipients. The ‘‘lockbox’’ in this budg-
et does not. 

While the Republicans claim that 
they too support using the surplus for 
debt reduction, they are still unwilling 
to use it in a way that will help save 
Social Security for future generations. 
There is a fundamental difference be-
tween the parties on how the savings 
which will result from debt reduction 
should be used. The federal government 
will realize enormous savings from 
paying down the debt. As a result, bil-
lions of dollars that would have been 
required to pay interest on the na-
tional debt will become available each 
year for other purposes. President Clin-
ton believes those debt service savings 
should be used to strengthen Social Se-
curity. So do I. But the Republicans 
refuse to commit those dollars to So-
cial Security. Their budget does noth-
ing to increase Social Security’s abil-
ity to pay full benefits to future gen-
erations of retirees. 

Currently, the federal government 
spends more than 11 cents of every 
budget dollar to pay the cost of inter-
est on the national debt. By using the 
Social Security surplus to pay down 
the debt over the next fifteen years, we 
can reduce the debt service cost to just 
2 cents of every budget dollar by 2014; 
and to zero by 2018. Such prudent fiscal 
management now will produce an enor-
mous savings to the government in fu-
ture years. Since it was payroll tax 
revenues which made the debt reduc-
tion possible, those savings should in 
turn be used to strengthen Social Secu-
rity when it needs additional revenue 
to finance the baby boomers’ retire-
ment after 2030. Rather than paying in-
terest to bond-holding investors today, 
our plan would use that money to fi-
nance Social Security benefits tomor-
row. 

This is analogous to the situation of 
a couple with young children and a 
mortgage. They know they will have a 
major expense fifteen years down the 
road when their children reach college 
age. They use their extra money now 
to pay down their home mortgage 
ahead of schedule. As a result, in fif-
teen years the mortgage will be greatly 
reduced or even paid off. Thus, the dol-
lars that were going to pay the mort-
gage each month will become available 
to finance college for the children. In 
the same way, the federal government 
is reducing its debt over the next fif-
teen years, so that it can apply the 
savings to Social Security when the 
baby boomers retire. 

That is what the President’s budget 
proposes. It would provide an addi-
tional $2.8 trillion to Social Security, 
most of it debt service savings, be-
tween 2030 and 2055. As a result, the 
current level of Social Security bene-
fits would be fully financed for all fu-
ture recipients for more than half a 
century. It is an eminently reasonable 
plan. But Republican members of Con-
gress oppose it. 

During the budget debate, the Repub-
licans will proclaim that this year, un-
like last year, Social Security tax dol-
lars are not being used to pay for their 
tax cut. This year they are not pro-
posing to loot billions of dollars from 
the Social Security Trust Fund. Unde-
niably a step in the right direction. 
But hardly sufficient progress. They 
are still unwilling to use the surplus to 
save Social Security, still unwilling to 
use surplus dollars to extend the abil-
ity of the Social Security Trust Fund 
to pay full benefits to future genera-
tions. 

Sadly, the Republican response to 
the financial problems facing Medicare 
is the same. The crisis facing Medicare 
is much more severe than the financial 
problems facing Social Security. Medi-
care will become insolvent in less than 
a decade unless we take decisive action 
to extend it. President Clinton’s budget 
would do that. It would devote fifteen 
percent of the surplus, nearly $700 bil-
lion, over the next fifteen years to fi-
nancially strengthening Medicare. As a 
result, it would have sufficient re-
sources to fully fund current health 
care benefits to at least 2020. This 
would give us the time which is nec-
essary to gradually reform the program 
in a way which will protect the elderly 
beneficiaries who depend upon it. How-
ever, the Republicans rejected this ini-
tiative to save Medicare. Their budget 
will not extend the life of the Medicare 
Trust Fund for one day. I will have a 
great deal more to say later in the de-
bate about the harm that this budget 
will do to Medicare. 

The budget Republicans have brought 
to the floor does not provide one new 
dollar to finance Social Security or 
Medicare benefits. What it does provide 
is nearly $800 billion new dollars for 

tax cuts over the next decade. Tax 
cuts, not strengthening Social Security 
and Medicare, is their first priority. 
Budgets speak louder than words. The 
Republican budget tells us much more 
candidly than their rhetoric where the 
GOP’s real commitment lies. 

The Republican budget would devote 
$778 billion to tax cuts during the next 
ten years—before fixing Social Secu-
rity, and before funding Medicare for 
the next generation. Those who wrote 
this budget were not thinking about 
the two-thirds of our senior citizens 
who rely on Social Security retirement 
benefits for more than half their an-
nual income. They clearly were not 
thinking of the elderly who depend on 
Medicare for their only access to 
health care. The pleas of the elderly 
have fallen on deaf ears. 

When the Republicans wrote this 
budget, they had a very different group 
of people in mind. While the budget 
itself does not specify the precise form 
of tax cut, the Republican leadership 
has already called for a 10% across-the-
board tax rate cut. Such a tax cut 
would disproportionately benefit the 
nation’s highest-income taxpayers. The 
Treasury Department’s analysis of this 
proposal shows that the top one per-
cent of earners would receive 35% of 
the benefits. The top twenty percent of 
earners would receive 65% of the bene-
fits. By contrast, approximately 45 mil-
lion Americans would get no benefit at 
all. 

While an across-the-board income tax 
cut may sound fair at first hearing, it 
would in fact be grossly inequitable. 
Under the Republican leadership’s pro-
posal, sixty percent of American tax-
payers would share just nine percent of 
the total tax savings, an average of less 
than $100 per person per year. Clearly, 
the Republicans are not thinking about 
the needs of working families and their 
elderly parents. 

This amendment offered by Senator 
LAUTENBERG would set us on a dif-
ferent, more responsible course. It 
would prevent using the surplus to 
fund tax cuts until we have solved the 
financial problems facing Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. This approach 
would preserve the resources which are 
needed to guarantee the long-term sol-
vency of these two historic programs 
without harming future beneficiaries. 
It is the right thing to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want 
to follow on the remarks of my good 
friend from Massachusetts, Senator 
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KENNEDY, because I think he, with 
great articulation, hits the nail on the 
head. We are talking here not about 
gimmicks but what is the right way, 
the most solid way to put a budget to-
gether and to protect Social Security. 

There is a right way; there is a wrong 
way. The Lautenberg amendment is 
the right way to preserve Social Secu-
rity. The amendment of the Senator 
from Michigan is a good example of an 
idea that sounds good, but is the wrong 
way. 

Mandated reductions in our Nation’s 
debt limit are irresponsible. They are 
dangerous. They could hurt the very 
people that the proponents claim they 
want to help; namely, Social Security 
beneficiaries. 

As a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, I understand very clearly the 
risks this amendment poses. Debt is in-
curred solely to pay expenditures that 
Congress has already authorized. The 
time to limit spending is when Con-
gress is considering the underlying 
bills, whether they be appropriations 
bills or tax bills, not after the bills 
have already been enacted into law. By 
the time the debt limit is reached, the 
Government is already obligated to 
make payments and must have enough 
money to do so. 

The debt obligations of the United 
States are recognized as having the 
least credit risk of any investment in 
the world. That credit standing is a 
precious asset for the American people 
and helps our economy by reducing the 
costs of borrowing. 

Remember, the last time we came 
face to face with a debt limit crisis in 
November 1995, Moody’s credit rating 
service placed Treasury securities on 
review for possible downgrade. They 
did this because it appeared possible 
for the first time in our Nation’s his-
tory that the United States might be 
forced to default on our debt obliga-
tions. From the safest investment in 
the world, America overnight became 
comparable to that of countries which 
we do not hold in as high regard. 

If the debt limit is reached and Con-
gress cannot quickly obtain a super-
majority to increase the limit, Treas-
ury might easily be forced to stop hon-
oring any payments. The largest single 
recurring monthly expenditure for the 
Treasury comes every month when So-
cial Security checks are sent out. 

The effect of this amendment, which 
is being touted as helping to preserve 
Social Security for the future, could 
easily be to force current beneficiaries 
to live without the monthly checks 
that so many depend upon for their 
livelihood. Those who support this 
amendment—that is, of the Senator 
from Michigan—seem to feel that we 
must in effect destroy Social Security 
in order to save it. Obviously, the ma-
jority of Members disagree. 

I believe we can save Social Security 
for the future without putting current 

beneficiaries at risk of losing their 
monthly checks. We can do this not by 
supporting the Abraham amendment 
but by sticking to the budget enforce-
ment tools that have successfully 
brought us this far, from a time of red 
ink as far as the eye could see to a day 
of projected budget surpluses. 

That is why I support strongly the 
amendment offered by Senator LAU-
TENBERG. Simply put, we should reach 
agreement on a solution to the Social 
Security problem before we begin 
spending money we don’t yet have. 
Until that happens, we should keep the 
pay-go rules and discretionary spend-
ing caps in place. This is the only way 
to truly save Social Security first. 

I believe if we pursue this course we 
can make room in the budget for a 
number of critical priorities. In addi-
tion to saving Social Security, we can 
preserve Medicare. We all know that 
Medicare is in dire straits, worse shape 
than Social Security, and I am as-
tounded that the majority party does 
not want to save Medicare, a program 
that is in worse shape even than Social 
Security. 

I might also say that the balanced 
budget amendment which we passed a 
couple of years ago has a dispropor-
tionately detrimental effect on rural 
hospitals and rural doctors. In my 
State of Montana, rural hospitals lost 
6.5 percent in 1997 in spite of the news 
that hospitals nationwide are making 
big profits—a 6.5-percent loss. That was 
before the balanced budget amendment 
cuts. If, as some suggest, we don’t in-
fuse the Medicare trust fund with some 
surplus moneys, there is a very real 
possibility that providers could suffer 
further cuts. If that happens, small 
rural hospitals will not just lose 
money, they will close.

For all the very real danger in the so-
cial security system, did you know 
that if we do nothing Medicare will be 
insolvent in about the next ten years? 
Think about that. 

We are less than a decade away from 
allowing a major piece of our nation’s 
security to whither on the vine. 

Let’s consider how quickly that date 
is coming. Only eight years ago, we 
launched Operation Desert Storm in 
Iraq. Ten years ago the Berlin Wall 
fell. Seems like yesterday, doesn’t it? 

And just a couple of years ago, Mr. 
President, Congress passed the Bal-
anced Budget Act. In the BBA, we ex-
tended the life of the Medicare Trust 
Fund. 

But we also implemented over $100 
billion in cuts to health care providers. 
I hear about those reductions from 
Montanans every day. 

Montana small rural hospitals lost 
6.5 percent in 1997, in spite of news that 
hospitals nationwide were making a 
killing. 6.5 percent, Mr. President. And 
that was before the BBA cuts. If, as 
some have suggested, we don’t infuse 
the Medicare Trust Fund with some 

surplus monies, there is a very real 
possibility that providers could suffer 
further cuts. If that happens small 
rural hospitals will not just lose 
money, they will close. 

And patients—not just providers—
will suffer. This Congress should do the 
responsible thing by not balancing the 
budget on the backs of Medicare pa-
tients and providers. The Senate 
should dedicate 15 percent of the budg-
et surplus to save Medicare. 

Mr. President, saving Social Security 
and shoring up Medicare must be our 
two top priorities. 

I don’t think that precludes us from 
passing targeted tax cuts, though. I 
think we can make room for tax cuts 
by getting rid of wasteful spending 
wherever it occurs. 

Let me tell you a few tax cuts I will 
personally work for this Congress: 

We should end the marriage penalty 
for Montana and American families. 

We should provide tax cuts to pro-
mote education for our children. I will 
push this year to further expand the 
student loan interest deduction. I’ll in-
troduce legislation to encourage great-
er donations of computers and tech-
nology to schools. And I’ll expand the 
lifelong learning credit so our workers 
can get the vital training they need to 
adapt to today’s changing, global econ-
omy. 

We should expand pension coverage 
particularly for our small business. 
Only one in five Montanans working 
for small businesses have access to re-
tirement plans. I am introducing legis-
lation to try to make pension plans 
more affordable and less complicated 
for small businesses and their employ-
ees. 

And, as part of my safety net to help 
farmers weather these turbulent times, 
I am promoting a new farm savings ac-
count. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I be-
lieve that the pending amendment is 
the right way to go. We must save So-
cial Security first. We should not use 
gimmicks like the ‘‘lock box’’ that 
could jeopardize our ability to issue so-
cial security checks and hurt the very 
people that we are trying to help. 

Mr. President, I believe that, without 
such a gimmick, we can make room in 
the budget for what should be our three 
biggest priorities: Social Security, 
Medicare, and targeted tax cuts. 

Let’s seize this opportunity and do 
what’s right for our country. 

In summary, I am quite concerned 
about the priorities that are in the ma-
jority budget. A budget sets a coun-
try’s priorities. For me, one of the 
main priorities should be saving Social 
Security, which, in effect, the majority 
budget does not do. Certainly we 
should help do what we can to save 
Medicare, to shore up Medicare, shore 
up the Medicare trust fund, which cer-
tainly the budget resolution before the 
Senate does not do. 
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We should not use gimmicks like 

lockboxes, and so forth. It may sound 
good, but they do not provide the bene-
fits they purport to have. 

I very much hope we adopt the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Jersey, the amendment that 
sets the priorities that this country 
really needs and wants. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time re-
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 3 minutes 32 
seconds, and the other side has 3 min-
utes 17 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Who wants to speak 
on the Democratic side? 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 1 minute 15 seconds. 
Mr. President, I want to direct the 

chairman’s attention to page 90 of the 
report. Here is the reserve fund for 
Medicare and the prescription drugs. I 
hope that anyone who believes we are 
really establishing a reserve fund in 
here for prescription drugs will take a 
little time to read it. We don’t have the 
time to do so right now. 

The point I want to make is this: 
When my good friend from New Mexico 
is talking about the $190 billion that is 
going to Medicare, as I mentioned, that 
is what will be necessary to just con-
tinue the program without any kind of 
adjustment. Then they have this $100 
billion out there. In this report they 
say it can be used for prescription 
drugs, it can be used for disaster relief, 
it can be used for anything. Any time I 
hear someone come over and talk 
about a particular subject, it seems 
that they are using the same $100 bil-
lion for that particular purpose. 

Now back to page 90 and restrictions 
placed here in terms of prescription 
drugs. There is absolutely no reason to 
expect there will be a prescription drug 
provision under this particular provi-
sion that has been added in the budget 
legislation. We will have an oppor-
tunity later in the afternoon to debate 
it, but there is nothing here to guar-
antee the availability of even one addi-
tional dollar for Medicare. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 
reserve as best I can the decibel level 
until later in the day when I feel more 
like arguing with the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts, but he 
will hear it before we are finished, as I 
will hear his. 

The Republican package is by far bet-
ter than anything the President of the 
United States has offered to the people 
of this country on Medicare. Let me 
suggest that maybe before we are fin-
ished, we will put the President’s Medi-
care package before the Senate and see 

how many Senators vote for it. As a 
matter of fact, it doesn’t pay a penny 
of prescription drugs and doesn’t pro-
vide for any method or manner of doing 
it. The 15 percent of the surplus that is 
put in there is clearly identified as 
being placed in there to elongate the 
trust fund. But you can’t spend it 
under the President’s plan. You get 
back IOUs, which means generations to 
come will have to pay whatever it is 
that is spent on Medicare over the 
years. 

We did better than the President in 
that he cut $20 billion out of Medicare 
and we did not during the next decade. 
When you add that together with more 
than $100 billion that is not allocated 
anywhere out of the surplus that can 
be used for Medicare reform, including 
prescription drugs, we have a very good 
package. 

The only thing missing is a proposal, 
a reasonable proposal, by the President 
of the United States to put into effect 
the use of that money and the kinds of 
reforms that are suggested by the com-
mittee which worked so long and was 
one vote short of what they needed. 

We can go on forever this year debat-
ing Medicare, but the truth of the mat-
ter is, we have a solution in mind. 
There are others who talk about the 
problem and indicate that it will be 
fixed in some miraculous way when 
they don’t have a plan. 

I yield the remaining time to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 45 seconds. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I will speak quickly. 
Our plan, which will be voted on, is a 

sense-of-the-Senate amendment that 
we should create a Social Security 
lockbox. This would make sure that 
any Social Security surplus dollars are 
used either to fix Social Security or 
pay down the national debt. People on 
both sides of the aisle have been claim-
ing that is what they wanted to do. We 
just heard the first spokesperson in op-
position to that raising issues that I 
think are very dubious complaints. 

If you don’t want to reduce the na-
tional debt and you want to spend the 
Social Security surplus, then vote 
against this amendment. However, I 
can’t think of any other reason, other 
than that, to vote no on our amend-
ment. This is a sense of the Senate to 
set us in the direction of making sure 
we protect those surpluses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from New Jersey has 1 
minute 48 seconds. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
don’t think I will use all that time, but 
I will take a moment to respond in case 
my colleague from Massachusetts 
needs any shoring up. 

The fact of the matter is that the re-
serve fund, this mythical reserve fund, 
that was going to be $132 billion has, by 
osmosis, shrunk to $101 billion and it is 
headed in the wrong direction. 

If there is going to be any participa-
tion at all in establishing solvency for 
another 12 years for Medicare, we have 
to make our judgment based on where 
things stand, not the kind of things 
that are said in honest debate. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the al-

ternative under the Lautenberg amend-
ment is, we will not have the tax cuts 
until we have the solvency of Social 
Security and Medicare. Is that the ef-
fect of the Lautenberg amendment? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is our 
amendment. 

I yield back the remaining time. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back all time 

I might have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 

and nays on the Abraham amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous-

consent it be in order for me to make 
a point of order against the Lautenberg 
amendment so we can stack that vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Lautenberg 
amendment is not germane to the 
budget resolution; therefore, I raise a 
point of order under section 305(b)(2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
pursuant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, I move to 
waive the applicable sections to that 
act for the consideration of the pending 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 143 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 58 Leg.] 

YEAS—99

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 

Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 

Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
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Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 

Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1

Lugar 

The amendment (No. 143) was agreed 
to. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act in relation to 
the Lautenberg amendment No. 144. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas, 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 59 Leg.] 

YEAS—45

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—54

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner

NOT VOTING—1 

Lugar 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 45, the nays are 54. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that all first-degree 
amendments to be in order to S. Con. 
Res. 20 must be offered by 12 noon on 
Thursday, March 25, 1999, and at 11:40 
a.m. on Thursday, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG be recognized to offer and lay 
aside amendments on behalf of Mem-
bers on his side of the aisle, and at 11:50 
a.m., Senator DOMENICI be recognized 
to offer and lay aside amendments on 
behalf of Members on this side of the 
aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 

managers, Senator LAUTENBERG and 
the chairman of the committee, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, for the work they are 
already doing, for the cooperation we 
have been receiving from Senator 
DASCHLE, and the fact that we started 
off last night with an agreement that 
we would have 35 hours remaining. 

These Senators have worked through 
the debate this morning. We just had 
two back-to-back votes. Getting this 
agreement to have the first-degree 
amendments offered by 12 noon is also 
an important step in the right direc-
tion. I know they are going to continue 
to push aggressively. 

Let me say to Members on both sides 
of the aisle, I know how prolific we are 
and how much we enjoy having amend-
ments with our names on them. How-
ever, if we come up with 40 amend-
ments on this side of the aisle and 40 
amendments on that side of the aisle—
80 amendments on top of the remaining 
26 or 27 hours—we are not going to be 
able to make it by Friday. 

In view of that, I have already made 
arrangements for my flight to be Sat-
urday, not Friday. I also want to notify 
Members that in order to accomplish 
this goal of finishing up by Friday, we 
are going to have to go late—unless we 
can work out some other arrange-
ment—Wednesday night and Thursday 
night, possibly Friday night. We al-
ready have presiding officers signing up 
for hours to go all night Wednesday 
and Thursday night. We only have a 
couple vacancies here. We have a 4 to 5 
a.m. slot that will be left for somebody 
to sign on to. Maybe Senator 
BROWNBACK will sign up for that slot. 
We need to fill in these time blanks for 
both nights. 

I know the managers are going to 
need help in order to get through this, 

especially if we have to go all night. I 
hope we can work out a way to avoid 
that, but it is going to take the co-
operation of Members on both sides 
with the managers. 

I am serious about doing this, not for 
punishment, but so we can do our 
work. I have Senators on both sides of 
the aisle coming up to me saying: ‘‘I 
really need to get out of here Thursday 
night.’’ ‘‘Can I be gone by 1 Friday?’’ ‘‘I 
must be out of here by Friday night.’’ 
In order to achieve that, we have to 
come to additional agreements, drop 
some amendments, and perhaps seri-
ously go around the clock one night. 

Please cooperate with the managers. 
You will have the chance on both sides 
to make your principal points, get 
votes on those amendments, and then 
we can move on to conclusion. 

Thank you for the cooperation we 
have already received. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. First, I thank the 

distinguished majority leader for his 
assistance. I think that is a very good 
start. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
heretofore any votes that we have had, 
that the time used up on votes count 
against the total time under the reso-
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I, 
too, extend my appreciation to the 
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, 
for the hard work he did to try to get 
people to understand that we do not 
want to deprive anybody at all of their 
opportunity to offer amendments, but 
we make the case, as we all heard from 
the majority leader, that we are pre-
pared to stay here as late as necessary 
tonight. And Senator DOMENICI and I, 
as usual, have been working coopera-
tively. I just wonder whether the ma-
jority leader asked the freshman class 
over there whether they would stay all 
night. But I thank you. 

I ask permission, if it is all right 
with the Senator from Missouri, if the 
Senator from Wisconsin, who has a 
fairly short 6-minute presentation to 
make, could be recognized at this time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog-
nized. 

Mr. KOHL. Thank you, I say to Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG and Senator 
ASHCROFT.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the budget resolution. This budget is 
senseless, arrogant, and dishonest. 
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If this were an employee, you would 

fire him. If this were a house guest, 
you would boot him. But since this is a 
budget, our only option is to vote it 
down—and spend the few hours we have 
left in this debate hammering out a fis-
cal plan of which we can be proud. 

When I call this budget senseless, I 
mean it literally: The budget does not 
make sense. The United States is expe-
riencing the longest peacetime eco-
nomic expansion in our history. We are 
projected to run budget surpluses to-
taling almost $5 trillion over the next 
15 years. 

In goods times like these, we ought 
to have the confidence to be bold, to 
pay our debts from the past, to solve 
the problems, like runaway entitle-
ment spending, that will plague us in 
the future, and indeed, to invest wisely 
in a strong nation. 

Instead, this budget makes a series of 
incomprehensible tradeoffs. 

It increases funding for elementary 
and secondary education, while remov-
ing 100,000 young students from Head 
Start, and eliminating child care sub-
sidies for 34,000 low-income children. If 
we follow this budget, we will be ready 
to teach children who, because we have 
neglected them in their first 5 years, 
are not ready to learn. 

The budget increases spending for re-
search into new diseases, while cutting 
spending for the vaccines that protect 
our children from old diseases. 

The budget increases military spend-
ing beyond what the President wants, 
and cuts diplomatic spending below 
what the Secretary of State believes is 
feasible. We are sending the adminis-
tration out into a world of shifting bor-
ders and allegiances armed with a stick 
too big to lift and a carrot too small to 
see. 

The budget fully funds the Violent 
Crime Trust Fund and cuts 2,700 FBI 
agents. Now how do we reduce violent 
crime while also reducing the number 
of people specifically charged with 
fighting it? 

And in perhaps the cruelest mis-
match of all, this budget chooses an 
enormous tax cut over shoring up the 
Medicare Trust Fund. The budget 
trades a long-term policy of health and 
security, for those who really need it, 
for a short-term policy of giving cash 
to those who already have it. 

These sort of confusing tradeoffs are 
enough for most of us to reject the 
budget. But these policy missteps are 
compounded by the fact that they are 
continued for many years. 

The budget includes tax cuts that 
grow exponentially as far as the eye 
can see, and huge increases in military 
hardware purchases in contracts 
stretched out almost as far. Have we 
not learned from the past? This is the 
same combination of defense spending 
and tax cuts that led to the record 
budget deficits of the 1980s. Have we no 
respect for the future? It is the height 

of arrogance for politicians today to 
lock future generations into evermore 
expensive contracts and commitments. 

And finally, the budget is dishonest. 
By the admission of several congres-
sional leaders, there is no way the dra-
conian cuts in domestic spending envi-
sioned by this budget will last the 
year. 

What that means is, sometime in No-
vember, we will all be voting for, and 
lamenting over, a hastily thrown to-
gether omnibus appropriations bill 
that funds all the needs this budget 
proposes to ignore. 

That is a sloppy way to do our busi-
ness. If these domestic programs are 
priorities—and I believe they should 
be—then we ought to discuss them 
now, plan for them now, budget for 
them now. It is dishonest to trumpet 
this budget as responsible spending, 
while fully expecting to spend irrespon-
sibly and freely at the end of the year. 

This budget is not evil; it is sloppy. 
It reflects priorities so misguided and 
mismatched that no one expects they 
will be implemented at the end of the 
day. The budget is not so much a crime 
as it is a mistake and a missed oppor-
tunity. 

We had a chance to behave respon-
sibly and wisely, using our current sur-
plus and strong economy to underpin a 
visionary plan for this Nation’s fiscal 
future. We could not have done some-
thing for the future, but instead we 
have a budget that, at best, will get 
some of us through tonight’s 6 o’clock 
news sound bites. After that, it will be 
shoved aside for a last minute, un-
planned and probably unwise spending 
spree. 

So, let’s not wait until tomorrow. 
Let’s put this budget out of its misery 
now. Let’s not stumble into the new 
century with a senseless spending plan. 
Let’s adopt a fiscal framework that 
makes sense for old and young—that 
will stand today and in the future. 

I thank you, Mr. President, and yield 
the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 145 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
that the Federal Government should not 
directly invest the social security trust 
funds in private financial markets) 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] 

for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. WAR-
NER, proposes an amendment numbered 145.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE FED-

ERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT 
INVEST THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
TRUST FUNDS IN PRIVATE FINAN-
CIAL MARKETS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that the Federal 
Government should not directly invest con-
tributions made to the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund estab-
lished under section 201 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 401) in private financial 
markets. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have sent to the 
desk is a simple one. It is an amend-
ment forbidding the Government to in-
vest Social Security trust funds in the 
stock market. 

We have talked a lot about Social Se-
curity in relation to the budget and 
that it is important that we not invade 
the Social Security trust fund to un-
dertake spending to cover deficits in 
other areas, and that is really a way to 
protect the trust fund. This amend-
ment is another way to protect the 
trust fund and to protect the retire-
ment security of Americans from the 
risks of the stock market. 

So this amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Federal 
Government should not invest the So-
cial Security trust fund in the stock 
market. Having the Government invest 
the trust fund in the stock market is a 
gamble. It is a gamble Congress should 
be unwilling to make on behalf of the 
millions who receive and depend on So-
cial Security to meet their retirement 
needs. 

First, let me say that there is no 
more worthy Government obligation 
than ensuring that those who paid a 
lifetime of Social Security taxes will 
receive their full Social Security bene-
fits. Social Security is our most impor-
tant social program, and I believe it is 
a contract, an agreement between the 
citizens and their Government. Ameri-
cans, including 1 million Missourians, 
depend on this commitment. And I am 
determined to ensure that Social Secu-
rity meets that commitment. 

The President has suggested, and for 
the first time in history, that the Gov-
ernment should invest as much as $700 
billion worth of Social Security sur-
pluses in the stock market. In my 
view, and in the view of many Missou-
rians who depend on Social Security, 
this would unnecessarily gamble with 
the Social Security trust funds. 

For more than 60 years, Social Secu-
rity law has forbidden the trust funds 
from being invested in the stock mar-
ket. The pending amendment will ex-
press our support for that law, making 
explicit what is now implicit, that this 
kind of governmental meddling into 
private markets should not be allowed 
to happen. 
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Federal Reserve Board Chairman 

Alan Greenspan says that investing So-
cial Security funds in the market is 
bad for Social Security and, he says, 
bad for the economy. Now, when Alan 
Greenspan talks, virtually everyone 
listens. And Congress ought to listen. 

Chairman Greenspan has said this 
plan ‘‘will create a lower rate of return 
for Social Security recipients,’’ and he 
‘‘does not believe that it is politically 
feasible to insulate such huge funds 
from a governmental direction.’’ 

I think what he is saying is it is not 
time to let some bureaucrat play 
broker-for-a-day with the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. The last thing we need 
in America is the Federal Government 
directing the investment of Social Se-
curity trust funds based on some 
trendy politically driven notion of 
which industries or which countries or 
which policies are in political favor at 
the moment. 

Of course, Alan Greenspan is not the 
only Government official entrusted 
with and ensuring our economic well-
being who is gravely concerned or who 
has expressed grave concerns about 
this proposal. Arthur Levitt, the Chair-
man of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, the country’s top invest-
ment official, has said,

We have an obligation to think long and 
hard about the implications of Social Secu-
rity reform. Investing Social Security in the 
stock market, by its very nature involves 
heightened obligations, difficult questions 
and new challenges.

Chairman Levitt is worried about the 
‘‘large-scale market effect.’’ In other 
words, what does this proposal do to 
the market, including whether the 
Government would ‘‘have an even 
greater incentive, if not the market 
itself.’’ We know that America has 
prospered because of free markets, not 
Government-directed markets. The 
prospect of the market trying to con-
trol market fluctuations is disturbing. 

In this scenario, the Government 
could subsidize companies that were 
losing market value, regulate compa-
nies that pursued risky or innovative 
strategies, and pursue policies based on 
which companies would benefit. If the 
Federal Government tried to pick mar-
ket winners and losers, all of us, com-
panies and citizens alike, Social Secu-
rity recipients, and those paying the 
taxes would end up as losers. 

When officials of the stature of 
Chairman Greenspan and Levitt, offi-
cials who are responsible for the health 
of the Nation’s economy and of the 
stock market, warn us when they 
speak, we ought to tread very care-
fully. 

In addition to the concerns of the ex-
perts, I am listening to the concerns of 
individual Missourians. I recently re-
ceived a letter from Todd Lawrence of 
Greenwood, MO, who wrote,

It has been suggested that the government 
would invest in the stock market with my 

Social Security money. No offense, but there 
is not much that the government touches 
that works well. Why would making my in-
vestment decisions for me be any different. 
Looking at it from a business perspective, 
would the owner of a corporation feel com-
fortable if the government were the primary 
shareholder?

Todd Lawrence understands what 
President Clinton apparently does not. 
No corporation would want the Govern-
ment as a shareholder, and no investor 
would want the Government handling 
their investment. 

Even if the Government were able to 
invest without adding new levels of in-
efficiency to the process, the Govern-
ment putting Social Security taxes in 
the stock market adds an unacceptable 
level of risk to retirement. This risk is 
a gamble I am unwilling to make for 
the one million Missourians who are 
the recipients of Social Security. This 
amendment puts Congress on record 
that Government will not gamble So-
cial Security in the stock market. 

While I understand the impulse to at-
tempt to harness the great potential of 
the stock market, significant Govern-
ment involvement in the stock market 
could tend toward economic national-
ization, excess Government involve-
ment in private financial markets, and 
short-term, politically motivated in-
vestment decisions that could diminish 
Social Security’s potential rate of re-
turn. 

It is hard to overestimate how dan-
gerous this scheme really is. Imagine, 
if you will, what would happen if the 
Government had $2.7 trillion in the 
market on Black Monday, October 19, 
1987, when the stock market lost 22 
percent of its value. The trust fund’s 
owners, America’s current and future 
retirees, would have lost a collective 
total of $633 billion that day alone. 
Imagine seniors who depend on Social 
Security watching television, watching 
the news of the stock market collapse, 
wondering, even fearing, their Social 
Security would be in danger. 

While individuals properly manage 
their financial portfolios to control 
risk, the Government has no business 
taking these gambles with the people’s 
money. 

Even President Clinton has expressed 
skepticism with this idea. In Albu-
querque last year, the President said 
the following,

I think most people just think if there is 
going to be a risk taken, I’d rather take it 
than have the government take it for me.

He was right then and he is wrong 
now. While Americans as individuals 
should invest as much as they can, as 
much as they can afford in their pri-
vate equities to plan for their own re-
tirements, the Government should stay 
out of the stock market. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of this amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

rise to express my support for the 
amendment put forward by the Senator 
from Missouri. I join him in this 
amendment and I join him in the senti-
ment that he has put forward and ar-
ticulated, I think very well, about the 
potential problems and pitfalls if we go 
this route of the Government investing 
the Social Security trust fund surplus 
in the stock market. 

Now, a lot of us would say if we want 
to have private sector individuals take 
certain portions of their surplus and 
put them in investments they deem 
worthy and sound, that is one thing to 
consider; but when you have the Gov-
ernment looking at potentially invest-
ing $2.7 trillion over a period of time 
and directing that in the stock market, 
I think you are asking for a whole boat 
load of problems. 

Having the Government invest the 
Social Security trust fund in the stock 
market, I believe, is dangerous because 
of the Government having cross-pur-
poses when it frequently seeks to do 
various things. 

We heard the Senator from Missouri 
talk about some ‘‘for instances.’’ If we 
have a poor economy taking place and 
people are looking around saying what 
can we do to stimulate the economy, 
what we need to do is put more money 
in the stock market to stimulate its 
growth and hopefully that will stimu-
late the economy. People say, ‘‘Raid 
the trust fund and move it into the 
stock market.’’ That may be a fine 
thing for macroeconomics, it may not 
be. It could be a very poor thing for So-
cial Security and trust funds and pen-
sion funds. We should look at these as 
people’s pension funds. That is just not 
a wise policy to take place. 

We could also have all sorts of polit-
ical pressures—the Senator from Mis-
souri or the Senator from Kansas say-
ing, ‘‘Not enough of this money is 
being placed by the Government into 
Kansas. I think they ought to be in-
vesting more money in Kansas rather 
than less money,’’ so I start lobbying, 
or others do, to get the Government to 
invest more of the Social Security 
money, these pension funds of the 
American public, into Kansas. 

That may be a good and laudable pur-
pose. From my perspective, it is a 
great purpose. Is that the sort of thing 
we ought to be doing with our pension 
funds, though? Is that the sort of cross-
purpose that we should invite by en-
couraging and allowing the Federal 
Government to invest money in the 
private stock market? I think not. 

President Clinton has suggested that 
the Government invest up to $700 bil-
lion in surplus payroll taxes in the 
stock market. I applaud the President 
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for recognizing the strength of our 
economy. I have to seriously question 
this proposal. The dangers of a Govern-
ment-controlled economy are vast and 
they are far reaching. Socializing our 
free market economy through Govern-
ment-controlled investments in the 
stock market would have a chilling ef-
fect on future economic growth. The 
markets would become more sensitive 
to the executive branch decisions and 
less sensitive to market forces and fac-
tors. 

The potential abuses are easily seen, 
and I have already articulated a couple 
of them. Businesses that are not sup-
portive of the administration could be 
punished and those that are supportive 
would be rewarded. Again, a cross-pur-
pose with people’s pension money—not 
a good idea. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan 
has been previously quoted as saying 
he deems this to be a bad idea for So-
cial Security and a bad idea for the 
economy. 

I think his one quote bears repeating 
at this time because it goes to the 
heart of the issue. Alan Greenspan said 
he ‘‘does not believe that it is politi-
cally feasible to insulate such huge 
funds from a governmental direction.’’ 

Now, imagine that—$700 billion mul-
tiplied over time being directed by 
Government and an administration 
that might be at cross purposes with 
saying what is the best thing to do for 
these pension funds, or even if we had 
the best of purposes, you are going to 
invite manipulation taking place in 
the market with pension funds. 

The last thing this country needs is 
the Federal Government directing the 
investment of Social Security funds 
based on politics. That is simply what 
we are inviting if we seek to have the 
Government do this investment. This 
is something private individuals should 
do. They should be allowed to do that 
on certain portions of it, but the Gov-
ernment should not. 

Our amendment states that it is the 
sense of the Senate that the Govern-
ment should not be allowed to invest 
the trust funds in the stock market. I 
hope all of our colleagues, seeing the 
dangers of this proposal, will vote in 
favor of our amendment. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ENZI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I would like 

to speak for 6 minutes on this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 6 minutes. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise as an 
original cosponsor of the Ashcroft-
Brownback amendment voicing opposi-
tion to the President’s plan of having 
the Federal Government invest our So-
cial Security funds in the stock mar-
ket. 

We all understand and, hopefully, 
agree that, if left unchanged, the fu-

ture of Social Security is in jeopardy, 
as the program will begin running defi-
cits in 2013 when 71 million baby 
boomers begin collecting retirement 
benefits. We know the number of retir-
ees will double between 2008 and 2018, 
narrowing the ratio of workers to bene-
ficiaries to less than 3-to-1. I point out 
that in 1950 there were 16 workers for 
every single beneficiary. We all know 
that all trust funds, if they even exist, 
will be completely exhausted in 2032. 

We have a responsibility to save this 
program from a fate that everyone 
agrees will happen without change. The 
Ashcroft-Brownback amendment is a 
solid first step in assuring the Amer-
ican people that Congress is committed 
to fixing this problem, while pre-
empting the President’s ‘‘Big Brother’’ 
philosophy. I am deeply concerned by 
the message the President is sending to 
the American people. The very reason 
Social Security has a solvency problem 
is that it is a federally administered 
program with IOUs that are disguised 
as real trust funds. 

The President wants to right a wrong 
with another wrong. Not only has he 
failed to provide Congress with actual 
reform legislation, the Social Security 
Administration has neglected its re-
sponsibility to make legislative rec-
ommendations to Congress as well. To 
think that the President now wants to 
embrace the benefits of private aggre-
gate investment by playing the stock 
market and have Government select 
the winners and the losers is simply 
bad policy. 

Last week, I spent 13 hours in execu-
tive session in the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee mark-
ing up S. 326, the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. We debated a sizable number of 
amendments. Members of the com-
mittee may have substantially dis-
agreed on a majority of these amend-
ments, but there was no conflict re-
garding individual control and choice 
over one’s health care. It is a funda-
mental premise that respects each per-
son’s right to exert some control over 
decisions involving their own health. 

During that debate, several of my 
Democratic colleagues touted patient 
control and choice. Why, then, why 
isn’t that choice and control being ex-
tended to Social Security? Is a person’s 
health care more sensitive or politi-
cally appealing than that person’s So-
cial Security? I have trouble sepa-
rating the two. However, the President 
seems to have found a way to advocate 
consumer control and choice in health 
care while denying individuals that 
same right with their Social Security. 

The lack of consistency in the Presi-
dent’s message is disturbing. If the 
President really believes in personal 
control and choice, he should abandon 
the notion of federal government in-
vestment of America’s retirement on 
the stock market and support personal 
investment accounts. That’s choice. 

That’s giving Americans some say in 
this debate. Taxpayers don’t need big 
brother to make this decision nor do 
they want it to. But the President’s 
plan would authorize the federal gov-
ernment to invest hard-earned payroll 
tax dollars on the stock market. No 
personal control, choice or say by the 
individual. The President needs to stop 
polling and start listening to what the 
majority of Americans want. 

The Ashcroft/Brownback amendment 
is an insurance policy for the American 
people. It insures them that their So-
cial Security will not be invested and 
managed by the federal government—
an idea that’s been condemned by Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman, Alan Green-
span; Comptroller General for the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, David Walker; 
and, Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector Dan Crippen—all three are fed-
eral agency heads. Is the President lis-
tening to them? 

How about the labor community? I 
received a letter signed by 10 promi-
nent labor unions—including the 
Teamsters, United Workers of America, 
United Steel Workers as well as the 
United Mine Workers indicating their 
opposition of ‘‘the President’s proposal 
to allow the government itself to in-
vest part of the Social Security Trust 
Fund surpluses in corporate stocks and 
bonds.’’ Is the President listening to 
them? 

While serving on the Senate Labor 
Committee, I rarely see organized 
labor and the business community 
agree. This issue, however, is one ex-
ception. The Alliance for Worker Re-
tirement Security, which the National 
Association of Manufacturers founded 
last year, strongly criticized President 
Clinton’s plan to have the government 
manage the investment of Social Secu-
rity trust funds in the stock market. 
According to NAM, ‘‘government own-
ership—in other words, control of pri-
vate enterprise—is a mockery of the 
principles on which this country is 
founded.’’ 

A majority of opinions agree that the 
President’s message is flawed and that 
it constitutes bad policy. We often 
have trouble arriving at a consensus in 
the Senate. But since federal agency 
heads, the labor community and the 
business community share the same 
concern, this Administration and the 
Senate have a duty to listen. 

I strongly support the Ashcroft/
Brownback amendment and I’m pleased 
to be an original cosponsor. It shows 
that the Senate isn’t turning a blind 
eye on this important policy decision. I 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to vote in favor of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of the Ashcroft 
amendment. This Sense of the Senate 
expresses the Senate’s opposition to 
the Federal government directly in-
vesting the Social Security Trust 
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Funds in the nation’s financial mar-
kets, that is, making the Federal gov-
ernment or Social Security the owner 
of stocks and bonds. 

The risks of this kind of investing 
are well known, but bear repeating. 
Put simply, many believe, with good 
reason, that there would be a strong, 
irresistible temptation by future Ad-
ministrations or Congresses to invest 
according to political considerations, 
rather than seeking the best rate of re-
turn. Let us consider just a few of these 
ways. For example, some stocks might 
be avoided because of public policy 
concerns. For example, last year the 
State of Minnesota decided to divest 
tobacco stocks from its state employee 
pension fund, losing $2 million in the 
process. Others might want to invest in 
particular businesses to create or pro-
tect jobs. 

But even if proponents of direct Fed-
eral investing are right that firewalls 
could be built to insulate Trust Funds 
investments from political consider-
ations, such investing would almost 
certainly be contentious. Americans 
are very diverse, with diverse views, 
and groups would almost certainly or-
ganize to bring those views to bear on 
Trust Fund investing. Frankly, we 
need to solve Social Security’s future 
problems, not add new ones. 

Nonetheless, there is broad, bipar-
tisan agreement that the future of So-
cial Security may be improved by reap-
ing higher returns from investments in 
the nation’s securities markets, in 
stocks and bonds. The President has 
generally endorsed this approach, as 
well as many lawmakers, economists 
and other policy experts, and millions 
of average Americans. The issue is how 
to conduct such investments. 

One promising approach is personal 
retirement accounts. While proposals 
differ, personal retirement accounts 
would provide each working American 
with an investment account he or she 
owns. With even conservative invest-
ment in stocks and bonds and the 
power of compound interest, personal 
retirement accounts can provide a sub-
stantial retirement nest egg. 

Indeed, I have introduced legislation, 
S. 263, the Personal Retirement Ac-
counts Act of 1999, that would get ac-
counts up and running with a portion 
of the budget surplus. 

Still others may have ideas to secure 
the benefits of investments for Social 
Security. In my view, the more ideas 
the better regarding investment—as 
long as the Federal government is not 
the owner of record. 

AMENDMENT NO. 147 
(Purpose: To use any Federal budget surplus 
to save Social Security and Medicare first) 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered 
147.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
After section 206, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-
CARE FIRST LOCKBOX. 

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘Social Security and Medicare lockbox’’ 
means with respect to any fiscal year, the 
Social Security surplus (as described in sec-
tion 311(b)(1) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974), and the Medicare surplus re-
serve, which shall consist of amounts allo-
cated to save the Medicare program as pro-
vided in subsection (b). 

(b) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to adjustment 

pursuant to paragraph (2), the amounts re-
served for the Medicare surplus reserve in 
each year are—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $0; 
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $3,000,000,000; 
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $26,000,000,000; 
(D) for fiscal year 2003, $15,000,000,000; 
(E) for fiscal year 2004, $21,000,000,000; 
(F) for fiscal year 2005, $35,000,000,000; 
(G) for fiscal year 2006, $63,000,000,000; 
(H) for fiscal year 2007, $68,000,000,000; 
(I) for fiscal year 2008, $72,000,000,000; 
(J) for fiscal year 2009, $73,000,000,000; 
(K) for fiscal year 2010, $70,000,000,000; 
(L) for fiscal year 2011, $73,000,000,000; 
(M) for fiscal year 2012, $70,000,000,000; 
(N) for fiscal year 2013, $66,000,000,000; and 
(O) for fiscal year 2014, $52,000,000,000. 
(2) ADJUSTMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amounts in para-

graph (1) for each fiscal year shall be ad-
justed each year in the budget resolution by 
a fixed percentage equal to the adjustment 
required to those amounts sufficient to ex-
tend the solvency of the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund based on the most recent 
Report of the Board of Trustees of the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund (inter-
mediate assumptions) through fiscal year 
2020 or 12 years after the date of insolvency 
specified in the 1999 Report, whichever date 
is later. 

(B) LIMIT BASED ON TOTAL SURPLUS.—The 
Medicare surplus reserve, as adjusted by sub-
paragraph (A), shall not exceed the total 
budget resolution baseline surplus in any fis-
cal year. 

(c) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any concurrent resolution on 
the budget (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on the resolution) that would 
decrease the surplus in any of the fiscal 
years covered by the concurrent resolution 
below the levels of the Medicare surplus re-
serve for those fiscal years calculated in ac-
cordance with subsection (b)(1). 

(d) ENFORCEMENT OF MEDICARE SURPLUS.—
After a concurrent resolution on the budget 
is agreed to, it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that would cause a decrease in the Medicare 
surplus reserve in any of the fiscal years cov-
ered by the concurrent resolution. 

(e) SOCIAL SECURITY OFF-BUDGET POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider a concurrent resolution on 
the budget, an amendment thereto, or a con-
ference report thereon that violates section 

13301 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1990. 

(f) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—
(1) WAIVER.—A bill, resolution, amend-

ment, motion, or conference report violating 
this section shall be subject to a point of 
order that may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under paragraph (1). 

On page 46, strike section 204. 
At the end of section 101, insert the fol-

lowing: 
(7) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE.—The 

amounts of the surplus that shall be reserved 
for Medicare are as follows: 

(A) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(B) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(C) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(D) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(E) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(F) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(G) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(H) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(I) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(J) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Increase the levels of Federal revenues in 

section 101(1)(A) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Change the levels of Federal revenues in 

section 101(1)(B) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels of total budget authority 

and outlays in section 101(2) and section 
101(3) by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 
Increase the levels of surplus in section 

101(4) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of public debt in sec-

tion 101(5) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
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(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of debt held by the pub-

lic in section 101(6) by the following 
amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels of budget authority and 

outlays in section 103(18) for function 900, 
Net Interest, by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels in section 104(1) by which 

the Senate Committee on Finance is in-
structed to reduce revenues by the following 
amounts: 

(1) $0 in fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $59,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2004; and 
(3) $320,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2009. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I am offering says 
simply, let us lock up in a safe-deposit 
box every penny of Social Security sur-
plus and, in addition to that, 40 percent 
of the non-Social Security surplus for 
Medicare. 

Mr. President, that is what this de-
picts: Social Security’s and Medicare’s 
first lockbox. Let’s save the Social Se-
curity surplus over the next 10 years. 
That is $1.8 trillion. And we save every 
penny of the Social Security surplus 
each and every year. 

In addition, we say let’s also save 40 
percent of the non-Social Security sur-
plus for Medicare. These are the two 
top priorities of the American people. 
We say let’s reserve funds for both of 
them. Let’s make certain that there 
are sufficient resources to do the re-
forms that are necessary to strengthen 
and preserve both Social Security and 
Medicare. 

As I have looked at the lockbox of-
fered by our friends across the aisle, it 
seems to me that there is a deficiency. 
I call this ‘‘the broken safe,’’ because, 
while I commend our friends on the 
other side of the aisle for locking up 
the Social Security surplus, they for-
got something. They forgot Medicare. 

I am simply saying we ought to not 
only reserve the Social Security sur-
plus for Social Security, but we ought 
to also provide for Medicare. Medicare 
is on the brink of insolvency. In fact, it 
is closer to going under than Social Se-

curity. So let’s take the top priorities 
of the American people and put them 
at the top of the list for the Congress 
as well. 

Let me make clear that under this 
plan we would have $1.8 trillion over 
the next 10 years for Social Security. 
We would have over $370 billion for 
Medicare. But those aren’t the only 
priorities. And we understand there 
would also be money left over—some 
$385 billion over the 10 years—for top 
domestic priorities, including edu-
cation, defense, and health care and, 
yes, tax relief for hard-pressed Amer-
ican families, but the difference is one 
of priorities. 

If I could go to this next chart and 
show the comparison, under the plan 
that we are offering we are saving So-
cial Security and Medicare first be-
cause we think those are the priorities 
of the American people. We save 100 
percent of the Social Security surplus 
in every year. We save 40 percent of the 
non-Social Security surplus for Medi-
care. Overall, we are saving 77 percent 
of the unified surplus in comparison to 
62 percent in the Republican plan. That 
means we are paying down more of the 
publicly held debt than the plan offered 
by our friends across the aisle. In fact, 
we will pay down $300 billion more of 
the publicly held debt under the plan 
that I am offering in this amendment 
than the plan of our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. 

So, over 15 years, we reserve $700 bil-
lion for Medicare, over $370 billion for 
10 years, but over 15 years over $700 bil-
lion for Medicare. Our friends on the 
other side, on the other hand, have tax 
cuts of over $700 billion over that same 
period. But they have not one dime of 
the surplus saved for Medicare. 

Mr. President, we think that is a 
mistake. 

If we look at the combination and 
compare the two plans, here is what we 
see. The Republican plan is in blue. 
The plan I am offering is in red. In the 
years 2000 to 2004, the Republican plan 
would save $768 billion. We would save 
$833 billion for Social Security and 
Medicare. And over a 10-year period, 
the Republican plan would save about 
$1.8 trillion. We would save $2.155 tril-
lion, because not only again are we 
protecting every dollar of the Social 
Security surplus for Social Security, 
but in addition we are reserving funds 
out of the surplus for Medicare. Why? 
Because no part of the Federal budget 
is in greater danger than Medicare. 
And, yes, we need to reform the pro-
gram. 

In addition to that, we need to put 
additional resources into Medicare to 
extend its solvency. Right now we 
know that Medicare is threatened by 
the year 2008. What is going to happen? 
What is going to happen to the millions 
of Americans who rely for their health 
care on the Medicare system? Not only 
is it important to our grandparents, it 

is important to their children, because 
what happens if the health care of their 
parents are not provided for? What 
happens if the promise is not kept? I 
think we all understand what happens. 
The responsibility and the debts shift, 
and the children will be put in an im-
possible position as well. 

I believe this amendment reflects the 
priorities of the American people. The 
Republican plan basically says save 
money for Social Security. I commend 
them for that part of the plan. But al-
most all of the rest of the money they 
say is reserved for a tax cut will go dis-
proportionately to the wealthiest 
among us. 

We say those are not the priorities of 
the American people. Instead, we ought 
to save every dollar of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. But we also ought to re-
serve 40 percent of the non-Social Se-
curity surplus for Medicare. That will 
still leave nearly $400 billion available 
for high-priority domestic concerns 
like education, defense, health care, 
and, yes, for tax relief as well. 

That we believe reflects the prior-
ities of the American people better 
than those offered by the other side. 
They have in their plan over $800 bil-
lion reserved for tax cuts. They don’t 
have one penny reserved out of the sur-
plus for Medicare—not one penny. Mr. 
President, we don’t think that is the 
right set of priorities. 

I remind my colleagues of what they 
said last year in the Budget Committee 
debate. This is the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, the very able Sen-
ator DOMENICI. Last year he said this.

. . . Let me tell you, for every argument 
made around this table today about saving 
Social Security, you can now put it in the 
bank that the problems associated with fix-
ing Medicare are bigger than the problems 
fixing Social Security, bigger in dollars, 
more difficulty in terms of the kind of re-
form necessary, and, frankly, I am for saving 
Social Security. But it is most interesting 
that there are some who want to abandon 
Medicare . . . when it is the most precarious 
program we have got.

Senator DOMENICI was right then. 
What a difference a year makes. I wish 
this budget reflected those priorities. 

He went on to say:
. . . [W]e are very concerned about the 

long-term effect our population demo-
graphics will have on Medicare, and we are of 
the strong opinion that the second objective 
of this budget should be to preserve Medi-
care. 

. . . We think the best way to do some-
thing commensurate with the depletion in 
the budget is to pledge any extra resources 
we have, not generating programs, but, rath-
er, putting them in Medicare where they 
ought to be.

Again, the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico was absolutely right. 
We ought to put additional resources 
that come to us to secure Medicare for 
the future as well as Social Security. 

And Senator GRAMM of Texas said 
just a year ago in the Budget Com-
mittee, and I quote:

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.001 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 5537March 24, 1999
. . . [W]hat would we do if we had a half a 

trillion dollars to spend? . . . The obvious 
answer that cries out is Medicare. 

. . . I think it is logical. People understood 
the President on save Social Security first, 
and I think they will understand save Medi-
care first. 

. . . Medicare is in crisis. We want to save 
Medicare first. 

That is Senator GRAMM of Texas, just 
a year ago. What has happened? Why is 
there not a dime of the surplus re-
served for Medicare in the plan of our 
Republican friends? There is not one 
dime locked away for Medicare. They 
will say: But we do have a surplus of 
$100 billion that we have not spent, 
that is really for Medicare. But, you 
know what, they did not do anything 
to protect it for Medicare, not one 
thing. Nothing has been done to pro-
tect one penny of that $100 billion for 
Medicare. 

Do you know what else, that money 
is also required for emergencies over 
the next 10 years. If we go back and 
look at the last 10 years, we know that 
$100 billion will be spent just for emer-
gencies because we are spending about 
$9 billion a year for emergencies. Over 
the next 10 years, including debt serv-
ice, we will use up that $100 billion of 
their reserve just for disasters. 

That leads me to the conclusion that 
without question they have not locked 
up one penny of surpluses for Medicare. 
The $100 billion that they talk about 
has not been protected for Medicare, 
not a dime of it. And every penny of it 
will likely be used for disasters and 
other emergencies because that has 
been the historical record. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I would be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Even if they use the 
$100 billion, what part of the Medicare 
deficit would that make up? 

It is my understanding that would 
not even begin to make a downpay-
ment in terms of the financial insecu-
rity of the Medicare trust fund. Could 
the Senator address that issue? Be-
cause I agree with the Senator, it has 
been pointed out by those on the other 
side about how much they have done 
for Medicare when, as the Senator has 
pointed out, there is not one additional 
cent, not one new cent. They are going 
to fund the program with $190 billion 
which would be expended on the Medi-
care for current services. But not one 
additional cent. 

But even if they allocated the $100 
billion for Medicare, given what the 
Medicare trust fund trustees have indi-
cated was going to be a deficit of some 
$686 billion, how significant would that 
really be in terms of giving a guarantee 
to our elderly people in this country? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, unfor-
tunately, when you pierce the veil on 
this one, what you find is there is not 
anything left. There is not any part of 
that money that is protected for Medi-

care, not a dime. There is $100 billion 
that is not spent in their budget plan, 
but based on our history we know it 
will probably all go for disasters and 
emergencies. There will not be any 
money available to strengthen Medi-
care. There will not be any money 
available to extend the solvency of 
Medicare. 

That is why I think this amendment 
is fundamentally important. Because 
we are saying: Yes, absolutely, save 
every penny of the Social Security sur-
plus for Social Security. But, of the 
rest of the surplus, the non-Social Se-
curity surplus, we save 40 percent of it, 
lock it up, protect it by special budget 
points of order so it cannot be raided, 
it cannot be looted. It is there to 
strengthen Medicare. 

These are the top priorities of the 
American people: Medicare and Social 
Security. We believe we ought to pro-
vide protection for both. That is the es-
sence of my amendment and I hope my 
colleagues will support it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for one more question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I ask the Sen-
ator to open up the copy of S. Con. Res. 
20 to page 5? As I understand it, as you 
go down to lines 18, 19, 20 and 21, under 
the Republican budget, even for that 
fund that has been designated, $100 bil-
lion as I read that, there would be a 
deficit in the year 2000 of $6 billion; in 
fiscal year 2001 it is zero; in 2002 it is 
zero; in 2003 it is zero; and in 2004 it is 
only $2.8 billion. 

So even under the proposal that our 
friends talk about, there will not be 
any funds available, as I understand 
this, for the next 5 years. So, whether 
you are talking about disaster relief or 
inadequate funding for Medicare, even 
with the kind of restrictions that have 
been put on this fund that might be 
used for prescription drugs, we are 
talking about 5 years where there real-
ly is not anything there. 

Am I correct? 
Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is exactly 

correct. He is reading the table exactly 
in the correct way. I might just say to 
my friend, the Senator from Massachu-
setts, really I think our friends across 
the aisle have about spent this $100 bil-
lion three or four times. Because, to 
anybody who comes to them and says 
there are any deficiencies in their 
budgets, they say we have $100 billion 
we have not spent. 

Of course all that money, based on 
history, will go for emergencies and 
disasters, every penny of it. That is 
why they have not put one penny of the 
surplus into a Medicare lockbox, be-
cause they really want to spend that 
money two, three, or four times. They 
say to the Medicare people who are in-
terested in Medicare, ‘‘We have that 
$100 billion. It will go for Medicare.’’ 
They say to those who are concerned 

about disasters, ‘‘We have funded that. 
We have this hundred billion we have 
not spent. It’s available for disasters 
and emergencies.’’ They say to any-
body else, ‘‘Your money is in that pot 
of $100 billion.’’ 

Surprise, surprise, there are going to 
be an awful lot of people lining up for 
that $100 billion who will find there is 
nothing there for them because the 
money has all gone for disasters and 
emergencies. That is really what it is 
reserved for. There is really not a 
penny of surplus that is lockboxed for 
Medicare—not a dime. 

Mr. President, this amendment is an 
attempt to protect Social Security, to 
protect Medicare, to allow us to get 
ready for the challenge we face. We all 
understand Medicare is under enor-
mous pressure. Social Security is under 
enormous pressure. Both of them need 
to be addressed. This is our oppor-
tunity. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

think Senator JUDD GREGG wants to 
speak about the amendment we set 
aside, and I yield him time for that at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from New Mex-
ico for this excellent bill. I think he 
has done a superb job of putting to-
gether a budget which is responsible 
and appropriates for the future of this 
country. 

As long as we are on the subject, I 
also wanted to comment a little bit 
about the proposal of the Senator from 
North Dakota, because he keeps com-
paring some sort of lockbox concept on 
Medicare with the Social Security 
lockbox which is in our budget, which 
is in the Republican budget. You really 
cannot compare the two. You are com-
paring apples and oranges. 

The Social Security lockbox that the 
Senator from New Mexico has created, 
along with the Senator from Michigan, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, is a real lockbox. It 
takes money which is being raised from 
the wage earner today under the FICA 
tax, the Social Security tax, and which 
is creating a surplus in the Social Se-
curity fund, and it keeps that money to 
benefit the Social Security fund. That 
is a very important point, because 
there is no money being proposed by 
the other side that comes from the 
Medicare fund which would be locked 
up and protected for Medicare. 

What the other side is suggesting is 
that the Medicare trust fund should dip 
into the general fund, which, for Part 
A, is not traditionally done. And then 
we should take money from the general 
fund and transfer it over to support the 
Medicare trust fund. This is a whole 
new concept. It is an invasion of the 
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general fund. It is a use of general tax 
revenues to support Medicare, Part A. 
That is the practical impact of the pro-
posal of the other side. 

If the other side really wanted to ad-
dress Medicare, if it wanted to address 
it within the context of the revenue 
being raised by Medicare, if it wanted 
to have people who are paying Medi-
care premiums covered by Medicare, 
have those premiums fully ensure 
them, then the other side would have 
agreed with the Commission that was 
chaired by a Senator from the other 
side, Senator BREAUX. Because that 
Commission put forward a proposal 
which the majority of that Commission 
supported, including two of the Demo-
cratic Senators, which essentially put 
in place a structure to assure the sol-
vency of Medicare. It was a good pro-
posal. Yet when that proposal came 
forward, the rug was pulled out from 
under the chairman of that Commis-
sion, who was a Democrat, and the 
other members of that Commission, 
who had worked so hard to put to-
gether the proposal. A legitimate way 
of resolving the Medicare problem was 
essentially walked away from by the 
administration and by the other side of 
the aisle. 

Now they come forward with this 
crocodile-tear approach relative to 
Medicare, which is exactly what it is. If 
they cared about Medicare, they would 
have supported the President’s Com-
mission. They would have supported 
the proposal from the President’s Com-
mission, and they didn’t. They refused 
to do that. They certainly wouldn’t be 
taking general funds to subsidize the 
Medicare Part A, which is what they 
are proposing under this. There is abso-
lutely no comparison between what the 
Senator from New Mexico has done in 
absolutely protecting the Social Secu-
rity trust fund under the lockbox, pro-
tecting FICA money to be used for So-
cial Security, as compared with what is 
being proposed here by the Senator 
from North Dakota, which is to take 
general funds to support Medicare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order. 

Mr. GREGG. If you wanted to help 
Medicare, if you wanted to make it sol-
vent, you would have supported the 
proposals that came out of that Com-
mission, the majority of that Commis-
sion. 

There is another point to make here. 
That is this: You have to look at what 
was actually proposed by the President 
to see whether or not there was a sin-
cere effort to address this issue or 
whether there was a political effort to 
address this issue. On the issue of So-
cial Security, the President’s budget, 
as it was sent to us, would have spent 
$158 billion of Social Security funds for 
general operations of the Government. 
It would have invaded the surplus of 
Social Security to the extent of $158 
billion. Senator DOMENICI and Senator 

ABRAHAM’s proposal does not allow 
that to happen. They say the Social Se-
curity surplus shall be sacred; it shall 
be used for senior citizens. 

They do not say, as the President has 
said and as the other side has said, if 
they are supporting the President’s 
proposal, that the Social Security fund 
is only sacred to the extent that we 
want it to be sacred, but if we have 
some special program, whether it is 
building schools or spending money on 
defense or, I guess in the case of AL 
GORE, trying to correct the traffic 
problems in D.C., we are going to in-
vade the Social Security fund to do 
that. 

Specifically, they were going to in-
vade the Social Security fund to the 
extent of $158 billion. 

So there is an issue of truth in budg-
eting here that has to be addressed. 
Our budget honestly saves the Social 
Security fund. Their budget didn’t save 
the Social Security fund at all. In fact, 
it invaded the fund for the purposes of 
operating the general Government. So 
there is a lack of consistency, as there 
is a lack of consistency on this Medi-
care hyperbole we are hearing from the 
other side, which is that they want to 
use the general fund to fund Medicare. 

I originally rose to address, however, 
the amendment by Senator ASHCROFT, 
which I think is an extraordinarily 
good amendment. It addresses another 
element of the President’s proposal on 
Social Security, which is that the Fed-
eral Government should become the 
shepherd of the marketplace, that we 
should essentially have a reverse na-
tionalization or take the Federal trust 
funds of Social Security and nation-
alize the capital markets of this coun-
try by having the trustees of the Social 
Security trust fund invest in the cap-
ital markets, in the equity markets, 
and control those investments as a 
block. 

This is a really terrible idea. I mean, 
bad ideas come through this place oc-
casionally; really, too often bad ideas 
come through this place. But when a 
really bad idea comes through this 
place, everybody should be concerned. 
You don’t have to listen to me to see 
what a bad idea this is. All you have do 
is listen to Chairman Greenspan, who 
says that this would basically pervert 
the marketplace, pervert the flow of 
capital, and would inevitably lead to a 
diminution of our ability as a nation to 
be more competitive. 

Or, if you want to listen to some 
other group that maybe is more liberal 
leaning, listen to the Democratic lead-
ership of the UAW and the major labor 
unions of this country. 

This is their statement relative to 
the investment of Social Security trust 
funds surpluses:

In particular, we are deeply troubled that 
stock market investments of the Social Se-
curity surpluses would result in public tax 
revenues being used to finance the construc-

tion of runaway steel mills in Thailand, ap-
parel sweatshops in Malaysia, auto plants in 
New Mexico. . ..

The list goes on and on. They oppose 
that investment. Why do they oppose 
it? They oppose it because they do not 
want money of the trust fund being in-
vested in stocks, which they deem to 
be undertaking political activity that 
is inappropriate. That is the whole rea-
son not to do it, of course. They are 
making the case for why we should not 
have public investment in the stock 
market by the Social Security trust-
ees. 

The issue is this. If the Social Secu-
rity trustees are going to invest and 
they are going to invest in the equity 
markets, they should do so in a manner 
which allows them to invest on the 
rate of return, not on the basis of some 
political issue. But the UAW and the 
USWA and the other labor unions are 
saying, no, any investment in compa-
nies that might be running a steel mill 
in Thailand or a sweatshop in Malaysia 
or an auto plant in Mexico or an elec-
tronics plants in China, that would be 
the wrong investment. 

So we know exactly what is going to 
happen. The first time the Social Secu-
rity trustees happen to invest in, let’s 
say, a tobacco company, there is going 
to be a bunch of folks on this floor who 
are going to say: You cannot make 
that investment, Mr. Social Security 
trustee. You have got to abandon that 
investment. You have to let go of that 
investment no matter what the rate of 
return is. 

So investments aren’t going to be 
made on the basis of what the rate of 
return is. They are not going to be 
made for the best interests of retirees. 
They are going to be made for the best 
interests of what happens to be the po-
litical fad at the moment. That, of 
course, is why everyone agrees, except 
for the President and those who sup-
port his plan, that this is a really ter-
rible idea. This is one of those really 
bad ideas that comes through here 
every so often and should be killed. 

Of course, the Ashcroft amendment 
accomplishes that or at least makes a 
statement to that effect, that we 
should not go forward. 

If you don’t think this is a problem, 
think about the size of the amount of 
money that may be invested here. By 
the year 2035, you are talking about a 
$2.1 trillion investment, which would 
be controlled by the Social Security 
trustees; that investment being in pri-
vate equities. This isn’t the whole 
trust fund. This is just the percentage 
of the trust fund which would actually 
be invested in the private markets—
$2.16 trillion. That is a huge function. 
Think of the impact that would have 
on the market if suddenly the Senate 
said: Well, Social Security trustees, 
you cannot invest in autos, because we 
are upset about the automobiles be-
cause of emissions; you cannot invest 
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in some sort of food product, because 
we are upset that there may be a taint-
ed food; you cannot invest in some ac-
tivity involving electronics, because 
maybe there is a competition issue, 
such as Microsoft, you can’t put any 
money in Microsoft. 

What a perversion of the marketplace 
it would be if you had that amount of 
money being invested on the basis of 
political events. Yet we know that is 
what is going to happen, because we 
have already been told by the unions 
that they are going to make that case. 
If this ever occurs, they are going to 
argue that you shouldn’t be able to in-
vest that way. They are going to pick 
different companies that shouldn’t be 
invested in. 

As a practical matter, the oppor-
tunity for creating chaos in our capital 
markets is huge, if we go down the 
President’s route of allowing the Social 
Security trustees to control the invest-
ment, to control the investment deci-
sions as a unit, as a block. That is why 
those of us have been supporting—and 
this is on both sides of the aisle—per-
sonal accounts, which give individuals 
that decision, versus the Social Secu-
rity trustees that decision. It makes so 
much more sense. 

Yes, we should have some sort of in-
vestment of the Social Security trust 
funds in equities. Why? Because if you 
happen to be 25 years old today and you 
are working and you are paying FICA 
taxes, which happen to be very, very 
high taxes, you are never going to re-
cover the amount of money you pay 
into the Social Security trust fund. 
This is especially true if you are an Af-
rican American. Why? Because the rate 
of return on those taxes that you are 
paying is extraordinarily low because, 
unfortunately, the benefit structure is 
so high and the generation that is 
about to retire is so large that they are 
going to take all that money before 
you can get there to retire. So your 
rate of return represents basically a 
negative rate of return, if you about 20 
to 25 years old. If you happen to be 25 
to 35 years old, it is about 1.1 percent. 
If you are 35 to 45 years old, it is about 
2.5 percent. Terrible rates of return. 

We do need to invest the Social Secu-
rity trust fund in something other than 
what it is presently being invested in 
so that we can get a better rate of re-
turn. What is the logical place to do it? 
It is to put it in equity markets. But 
how you do it is the key. You cannot 
do it by giving that control over that 
investment to the Social Security 
trustees, because then you create an 
incentive for a perversion of the mar-
ketplace by having the market ad-
justed by whatever happens to be the 
local political fad at the time. Rather, 
you have to give control over the in-
vestment decision and ownership, most 
importantly over the asset, to the re-
tiree, so that when you pay your taxes 
in FICA, you know that some percent-

age of those taxes—you are actually 
going to own that retirement benefit. 
If you die before you turn 60, your es-
tate will get that benefit, and during 
your lifetime, you are going to be able 
to make the decisions on how that ben-
efit is invested so that the investments 
get the best return for you, not the po-
litical return for some labor union or 
some fad of the moment. 

This proposal by Senator ASHCROFT 
is an excellent one. It is only a sense of 
the Senate, but I think it is a shot 
across the bow of an element of the 
President’s proposal on Social Security 
that needs to be made, and I strongly 
support it. I hope it will receive strong 
support in the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to finish the unanimous-consent 
request. I was interrupted because it 
had not been cleared. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
I ask unanimous-consent that the 

votes occur on, or in relation to, the 
following four first-degree amendments 
at the conclusion, or yielding back, of 
time, and that no second-degree 
amendments be in order prior to the 
conclusion of the votes: Ashcroft 
amendment No. 145; Conrad amend-
ment No. 147 regarding Social Security; 
a Bond amendment regarding the 
President’s budget; and a Kennedy 
amendment regarding Medicare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
not sure when we will vote on that. I 
am going to have to leave for a little 
while. Senator KENNEDY has not argued 
and we have not responded, and I have 
not responded yet to Senator CONRAD. 
Of course, Senator BOND wants to talk 
about the President’s budget and let us 
have a vote on it. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. And the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And the distin-
guished Senator from New York wants 
to speak. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I had a chance to 
talk about some of the matters during 
the course of the afternoon, so I will be 
glad to work out a reasonable time 
with the floor manager. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
maybe we can just start and take a lit-
tle—I say to Senator BOND, how much 
time does the Senator think he needs? 
I do not want to limit you. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if I may re-
spond, my initial presentation will not 
be over 12 to 15 minutes, at the most. 
When we had debate on this in the 
committee, a number of others wanted 
to join in. I do not know whether there 
will be others who want to join either 
on my side or the other side. But to an-
swer the chairman’s question, I person-
ally need only about 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Does anybody on the 
Democratic side have an idea of how 
long they would want to speak? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Five minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We will get to you in 

a minute. We will give you time to 
speak in favor of the Conrad amend-
ment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Five minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. In opposition to the 

President’s budget, does anybody have 
any idea how much time? Fifteen min-
utes? A total of 30 minutes on the 
President’s budget sounds about right. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Twenty minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator KENNEDY 

wants 20 minutes. Why don’t we just 
say if you take 20, we will allocate 20. 

Mr. President, I say to Senator 
CONRAD, is he finished? Does he want 
more time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, I would like more 
time after I hear the argument of the 
distinguished chairman. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator MOYNIHAN 
wants 5 minutes on the Conrad amend-
ment; right? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. REED. Less than 10—10 will be 

fine, but I will try to be quicker. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Did the Senator say 

5 is enough or 10? 
Mr. REED. Ten. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I am trying to see if 

we can start voting by 6:30. That will 
help some of our Senators, and I am 
sure it will help Senators on the other 
side. 

Mr. GRAMM. Some of us need time 
to respond to the Conrad amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Adding up all this, it 
seems to me we need collectively 
among us 1 hour 45 minutes, which 
could put us in a position to start vot-
ing at a quarter of 7. Can we set that as 
the time that we are going to start vot-
ing on these amendments in the order 
we have already agreed, and we will al-
locate the time as per the discussion 
here? 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from New Mexico yield the 
floor? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. CONRAD. I want to make sure 
we have an equivalent amount of time 
on both sides. I don’t know what you 
have taken down in terms of response 
on the Conrad amendment, but we 
want to make certain we have an 
equivalent amount of time on our side 
to answer. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
only thing is, the Senator has had a 
long time to already talk, and we have 
not had any time to talk. 

Mr. CONRAD. I understand. But now 
we are in a unanimous-consent posture, 
and if we are going to do that, to get 
unanimous-consent we are going to 
have to have an equivalent amount of 
time or there will not be a unanimous-
consent agreement. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. I cannot set the 

time, then. What I will ask—we all un-
derstand most of the players are here—
why don’t we do it this way: The man-
agers, respectively, can allocate the 
time, as per this understanding, to 
each Senator rather than entering into 
a consent agreement that binds us at 
this point. I think we are pretty close 
to having enough time. 

Mr. CONRAD. We will be ready to 
vote, then, at approximately 7 o’clock. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Approximately, but I 
don’t know that we want to set that at 
this point. Approximately, the word 
should go out. 

Mr. CONRAD. Fair enough. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous-consent that Senator FITZ-
GERALD be added as a cosponsor to the 
Abraham amendment, which we agreed 
to earlier. I mistakenly did not ask for 
that, and I should have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will indicate that 
when I return I want to argue a few 
moments with reference to the Conrad 
amendment, but in the meantime, 
what I am going to do is ask Senator 
GRAMM if he will manage the bill for 
me. He has been here, so he can just as 
well accomplish what I have. That 
means at this point, we will recognize 
Senator BOND and set aside the pre-
vious amendments, as per the under-
standing we had heretofore. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair, and I 
thank my distinguished chairman. 

Mr. CONRAD. May I intercede with a 
parliamentary inquiry? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. What is the pending 
business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Conrad amendment was debated and 
has been set aside. 

Mr. CONRAD. How did the Conrad 
amendment get set aside? 

Mr. DOMENICI. It was set aside by 
consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Conrad amendment was set aside by 
unanimous-consent. 

Mr. CONRAD. There was not consent 
on this side for setting aside the 
Conrad amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, as I un-

derstand the discussion that Senator 
DOMENICI just had, the target was to 
try to finish all of these amendments 
at 6:30. Obviously, since we are going 
back and forth and sharing the time, 
the Senator, and anyone else, can de-
bate his amendment. 

The objective was and the unani-
mous-consent request which was 
agreed to, as I understand, was that be-

tween now and 6:30, we would have 
these amendments offered, but you can 
debate your amendment at any point 
and anyone on your side can debate it, 
and Senator DOMENICI and I will debate 
it. We have been setting aside amend-
ments to stack them, and that, I un-
derstand from the Chair, is where we 
are. No one is trying to preclude the 
Senator from debating his amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. There is appar-
ently a misunderstanding on a UC for a 
6:30 deadline. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not an agreement. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. None exists. 
Mr. GRAMM. That was the target 

that was set. 
Mr. CONRAD. If I might just state, 

there was not consent granted to go off 
the Conrad amendment, and the reason 
consent was not granted is we have two 
Senators who have been here for a con-
siderable amount of time waiting to 
talk about the Conrad amendment. We 
allowed the other side to speak to their 
pending amendments. I twice gave con-
sent for the other side to argue the 
amendment of Senator ASHCROFT, and 
then it returned to a discussion on the 
Conrad amendment. 

I think it is only fair that those 
Members who are here be given a 
chance to address the Conrad amend-
ment. They were here for that purpose, 
and then we go to the Bond amend-
ment, which is on a different matter 
and is a different amendment. So I ask, 
in fairness, that those Senators who 
are here, specifically Senator REED of 
Rhode Island, and the Senator from 
New York, be given an opportunity to 
discuss the Conrad amendment which 
is the pending business. I did not give 
consent to going off my amendment to 
go to the next amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we want 

to do everything we can to satisfy 
every Member. No one is trying to deny 
the distinguished Senator the right to 
debate his amendment. But it is my 
understanding that there was a unani-
mous-consent request, and that it was 
granted, so that we could set the 
amendment aside and offer these other 
amendments so that they would all be 
pending simultaneously and that we 
would have the vote at approximately 
6:45. No one agreed to the specific time, 
but the general principle was largely 
agreed to. 

On that basis, it is my understanding 
that Senator BOND has been recognized. 
If that is not the case, if the Chair 
could give us a ruling. We want to fol-
low the regular order. And no one is 
trying to be unfair in any way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Conrad amendment was set aside, but a 
call for the regular order will bring it 
back. 

AMENDMENT NO. 147 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I call 

for the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the Conrad amend-
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 147 previously proposed by 

the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD].

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
that Senator REED be recognized for 10 
minutes to speak on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I thank the Senator from North Da-
kota for yielding time to speak about 
his amendment, the essence of which is 
protecting both the Social Security 
trust fund and also the Medicare fund. 

One of the deficiencies in the Repub-
lican budget before us today is a failure 
to seize a historic opportunity to 
strengthen the Medicare program in 
the United States. I argue it is not just 
an opportunity, but it is a necessity. 
This is the program that benefits 
countless Americans, it is the program 
that is strongly supported by all Amer-
icans and it is the program that is fac-
ing serious challenges, serious demo-
graphic challenges, serious structural 
challenges. 

One thing we can do at this moment 
to ensure that we have the opportunity 
to effectively address the issue of Medi-
care is to, in fact, invest dollars into 
the Medicare program today. But, re-
gretfully, the Republican budget pro-
posal, rather than doing that, would re-
serve budget surpluses for tax cuts, de-
nying us the opportunity today to 
strengthen the Medicare system. 

We have come a long way since 1993 
when we were looking each year at 
soaring annual deficits in the order of 
$300 billion or more. Today, we are fac-
ing a unified surplus. With that unified 
surplus, we can do many things. But I 
believe one of the principal things we 
must do is strengthen both the Social 
Security system and the Medicare sys-
tem. Senator CONRAD’s amendment 
goes a long way toward achieving that 
goal. 

Because of our prudent fiscal deci-
sions over the last 6 years, we have 
seen a growing economy. We have seen 
growing prosperity. All of this is con-
tributing to a future, we anticipate, of 
unified budget surpluses. Simply to 
step back now and say the work is 
done, now we can simply initiate tax 
cuts, misses the point. And that point 
is, we have to protect, we have to en-
sure the longevity, the stability, the 
predictability of the Social Security 
system and the Medicare system. 

Now, of the two, the Medicare system 
faces the most immediate threat. By 
the year 2008, the trust funds are pro-
jected to become insolvent. This is a 
situation that requires immediate ac-
tion. The most prudent thing to do is 
to reserve the resources to meet this 
impending situation of insolvency. 
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There are, as I said before, millions of 
Americans who depend upon it, and not 
just those direct beneficiaries. 

We have come—all of us have come—
to a sense of appreciation and, in fact, 
consideration that if any of our rel-
atives, our mothers, our fathers, our 
aunts or uncles, would be sick, they 
would have the Medicare system to fall 
back on. That allows young families 
the freedom to know that the health 
care of their parents will be protected. 
It gives them the freedom to con-
centrate on their own needs and the 
needs of their children. So this is not 
just a situation with respect to seniors; 
this is a situation that affects all 
Americans. 

We tried in the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 to make changes to prolong lon-
gevity of the Medicare trust fund. 
Today, we are beginning to realize that 
some of these changes have created 
negative consequences. In fact, we are 
looking to make some adjustments so 
that we can guarantee quality health 
care for all of our seniors. 

We have come to know that we have 
to make structural changes in Medi-
care, but it has to be done carefully 
and thoughtfully. We have also come to 
appreciate, I hope, that we must have 
the resources available, because the 
health care needs of seniors are not 
going to go away. In fairness, and in 
keeping faith with seniors, we have to 
make sure those resources are avail-
able. 

We will have to make hard choices 
about the structure of the Medicare 
program. But these choices will be infi-
nitely more difficult if we take the 
path that is suggested by the budget 
resolution, that is, if we deny addi-
tional resources to the Medicare pro-
gram. 

I argue that in order to keep the 
faith of our seniors and our whole pop-
ulation, we have to make sure that we 
use the projected surplus to strengthen 
the Medicare system, and that the idea 
of using the surplus to finance tax 
cuts, while we face an impending crisis 
in Medicare, is the wrong policy. We 
have to, as I said before, ensure that we 
have the resources to confront the situ-
ation we face. And the situation we 
face, frankly, is one where the demands 
on Medicare will increase. We know 
that. Part of it is as a result of demo-
graphics. 

Today, 39 million Americans are 
beneficiaries in the Medicare program. 
But by the year 2032, 78 million Ameri-
cans will be eligible for Medicare. In 
terms of the sheer volume of new bene-
ficiaries, we have to start reserving 
sufficient funds to meet their needs 
now. Not to do that, and to dissipate 
those funds through tax cuts, I think, 
might provide momentary benefits, but 
in the long run we will regret this. 

We have to also recognize the fact 
that seniors will live longer, probably 6 
years longer than they have in the 

past, so that the issues of health care 
for seniors will not get smaller in the 
future; they will become more and 
more important. 

For all of these reasons, it is impor-
tant today to recognize that we must 
maintain the strength and the re-
sources for the Medicare program. That 
is why the amendments we are debat-
ing today, to a degree Senator 
CONRAD’s, in some respects Senator 
KENNEDY’s amendment, go to the sim-
ple truth: We have, through very dif-
ficult decisions over the last several 
years, reached a situation where we 
have a unified budget surplus. The 
question is whether we will take that 
surplus and strengthen Medicare, make 
it available for the next generation of 
Americans, and give us the opportunity 
to make structural changes, not out of 
dire necessity but because it will pro-
vide additional strength to the Medi-
care program. Or we will take these re-
sources and dissipate them through tax 
cuts, which will not strengthen the 
Medicare system. In fact, when the sys-
tem develops increased stresses and 
strains in the future, the budget reso-
lution will leave us without the re-
sources to step into the breach and do 
what we must do—keep the promise to 
our seniors, keep the promise to those 
who have relied upon and continue to 
rely upon Medicare. 

So I urge careful consideration of 
these amendments. I hope, at the end 
of the day, we will have a budget that 
recognizes the opportunity and the ne-
cessity to invest in Medicare today so 
that it is there tomorrow for all of our 
citizens. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, nor-

mally we would go back and forth, but 
Senator MOYNIHAN is here and doesn’t 
have a lengthy statement. As a cour-
tesy to him I want to allow him to 
speak now and then have the rotation 
come back to me. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my good 
friend from Texas. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment of my friend from North 
Dakota, Senator CONRAD. He proposes a 
budget point of order against the use of 
the Social Security surplus for new 
spending or tax cuts. He would also de-
vote 15 percent of the unified surplus to 
Medicare. 

There is broad agreement in the Sen-
ate that the Social Security surplus 
must be protected. Senator CONRAD’s 
approach, in my view, is the right one, 
unlike a competing proposal under dis-
cussion. That proposal would create a 
new declining debt ceiling on debt held 
by the public. Inadvertently, but inevi-
tably, it would jeopardize the credit of 
the United States by hampering the 
ability of the Treasury to meet the ob-
ligations of the Government, absent 
any financial crisis, but merely as a 
mechanical result of a bill. 

Happily, our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have not brought the 
proposal to the floor yet, but the budg-
et resolution includes ‘‘advisory lev-
els’’ for such a new debt limit, and the 
Committee Report states that ‘‘it is as-
sumed that separate and apart from 
the budget resolution a statute will be 
enacted to enforce these levels.’’ 

A simple explanation: We are going 
to buy down the debt. It is entirely cor-
rect that we should do so. However, 
anything can happen—a drought to the 
Midwest, a correction in the markets, a 
rise in the price of imported oil. In 
such an event, the revenues of the Gov-
ernment, although growing, will not 
have grown quite fast enough to have 
the debt being retired drop to the re-
quired level. In that circumstance, that 
perfectly prosperous economy, per-
fectly stable government, could find 
itself in default. 

We have shut down the U.S. Govern-
ment any number of times in the 
course of our history. We have never 
defaulted on our debt. It is the most se-
cure instrument in the world. There is 
no reason whatever to put it in jeop-
ardy at a time when we are making it 
even more secure by bringing the debt 
down to normal levels. 

I hope we will not do that. 
I ask unanimous-consent that a let-

ter from the Secretary of the Treasury 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
WASHINGTON, DC, 

March 17, 1999. 
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PAT: Thank you for inquiring about 
the impact of the new debt limits contained 
in the Social Security Surplus Preservation 
Act. I appreciate the opportunity to respond 
to your question. In brief, I am deeply con-
cerned that these limits could preclude the 
United States from meeting its future finan-
cial obligations to repay maturing debt and 
to honor payments—including benefit pay-
ments—and could also run the risk of wors-
ening a future economic downturn. 

It has been this Administration’s view that 
fiscal restraint is best exercised through the 
tools of the budget process. Existing enforce-
ment tools such as the pay-go rules and the 
discretionary spending limits in the Budget 
Enforcement Act have been key elements in 
maintaining fiscal discipline in the 1990’s. 
Debt limits should not be used as an addi-
tional means of imposing restraint. Debt is 
incurred solely to pay expenditures that 
have previously been authorized by the Con-
gress and for the investment of the Federal 
trust funds. By the time the debt limit is 
reached, the Government is obligated to 
make payments and must have enough 
money to do so. 

If Treasury were prohibited from issuing 
any new debt to honor the Government’s ob-
ligations, there could be permanent damage 
to our credit standing. The debt obligations 
of the United States are recognized as having 
the least credit risk of any investment in the 
world. That credit standing is a precious 
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asset of the American people. Even the ap-
pearance of a risk that the United States of 
America might not meet its obligations be-
cause of the absence of necessary debt au-
thority would be likely to impose significant 
additional costs on American taxpayers. Yet, 
in November 1995, a debt crisis was precip-
itated when Government borrowing reached 
the debt limit and in January Moody’s credit 
rating service placed Treasury securities on 
review for possible downgrade. 

As you know, there is currently a statu-
tory limit on the amount of money that 
Treasury can borrow in total from both the 
public and from Federal trust funds. The pro-
posed ‘‘lockbox’’ provision would add a new 
statutory limit on debt to the public. 

The proposed new debt limit runs the risk 
of precipitating additional debt crises in the 
future. Although the proposal adjusts the 
debt ceiling for discrepancies between the 
actual and projected Social Security sur-
pluses, it does not make similar corrections 
for unanticipated developments on the non-
Social Security side of the budget. While our 
forecasts have been conservative, the current 
forecast of the non-Social Security budget 
could prove too optimistic because of 
changes in the economy, demographics, or 
countless other factors. This could cause the 
publicly held debt to exceed the new debt 
limit. 

Furthermore, even if the debt limit ap-
pears sufficient because it covers the annual 
debt level—measured from end-of-year to 
end-of-year—it could easily be inadequate 
for the Government to meet its obligations 
at a given point during the year. Under nor-
mal circumstances, every business day, 
Treasury makes payments—including Social 
Security payments on certain days. In any 
given week, Treasury receives revenues, 
makes payments, and refinances maturing 
debt. Weekly and monthly swings in cash 
flow can easily exceed on-hand cash bal-
ances. When this occurs, Treasury then bor-
rows from the public to meet its obligations. 
If the amount of publicly held debt were to 
reach the level of the debt limit—or if the 
debt limit were to decline to below the level 
of publicly held debt—Treasury could be pre-
cluded from borrowing additional amounts 
from the public. If Treasury could not bor-
row to raise cash, it is possible that it could 
simply have to stop honoring any pay-
ments—including Social Security payments. 

In this case, Treasury could be prohibited 
from issuing any new debt to redeem matur-
ing debt. Every Thursday, approximately 
$20–23 billion of weekly Treasury bills ma-
ture and, every month, an additional $60–85 
billion in debt matures. These securities 
must either be paid off in cash or refinanced 
by issuing new debt. Treasury could be put 
in the position of having to default for the 
first time on our nation’s history. 

Congress could defuse the debt limit prob-
lems by immediately voting to raise the debt 
ceiling. Under the ‘‘lockbox’’ proposal, how-
ever, it would take sixty votes in the Senate 
to do so. As past experience indicates, ob-
taining a super-majority for this purpose is 
often time-consuming and difficult. More-
over, this requirement would greatly en-
hance the power of a determined minority to 
use the debt limit to impose their views on 
unrelated issues. 

Finally, the proposed debt limits could run 
the risk of worsening an economic downturn. 
If the economy were to slow unexpectedly, 
the budget balance would worsen. Absent a 
super-majority vote to raise the debt limit, 
Congress would need to reduce other spend-
ing or raise taxes. Either cutting spending or 

raising taxes in a slowing economy could ag-
gravate the economic slowdown and substan-
tially raise the risk of a significant reces-
sion. And even those measures would not 
guarantee that the debt limit would be not 
be exceeded. A deepening recession would 
add further to revenue losses and increases 
in outlays. The tax increases and spending 
cuts could turn out to be inadequate to sat-
isfy all existing payment obligations and 
keep the debt under the limit, worsening a 
crisis. 

To summarize, these new debt limits could 
create uncertainty about the Federal govern-
ment’s ability to honor its further obliga-
tions and should not be used as a instrument 
of fiscal policy. While we certainly share the 
goal of preserving Social Security, this legis-
lation does nothing to extend the solvency of 
the Social Security trust funds, while poten-
tially threatening the ability to make Social 
Security payments to millions of Americans. 
I will recommend that the President veto the 
bill if it contains the debt limit provisions. If 
you have any additional questions, please do 
not hesitate to contract me. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT E. RUBIN. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to speak on the pending amendment by 
Senator CONRAD, and then I understand 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Budget Committee wants to speak 
on the Conrad amendment. Then we 
will set the Conrad amendment aside, 
if there is no objection, and yield to 
Senator BOND, who will offer his 
amendment. If anyone wants to give an 
immediate response, they can. Then we 
will yield to Senator KENNEDY, let him 
offer his amendment. At that point, 
Senator DOMENICI will be back to speak 
on the Conrad amendment. If Senator 
CONRAD wants to respond, he can. Then 
we are at least at that point closing in 
on a vote of all these amendments. 
None of this is agreed to, but follows 
that general parameter. If no one ob-
jects to it, let me proceed. 

Mr. BOND. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BOND. May I inquire of the Sen-

ator from Texas if there is immediate 
response or discussion of my amend-
ment when we get around to it? Would 
it be possible to respond at that time? 

Mr. GRAMM. Certainly. 
Mr. BOND. Since we seem to be want-

ing to keep things in the same context, 
it would be appreciated. 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me yield to Sen-
ator CONRAD and then I want to speak. 

Mr. CONRAD. I just want to make 
clear that at the end of this discussion 
I want a chance to respond to any 
points that might have been raised in 
objection to the Conrad amendment be-
fore we go to another amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM. The only problem will 
be that Senator DOMENICI wants to 
speak and he is not here. We are simply 
trying to accommodate everyone in 
terms of offering amendments and hav-
ing a debate. 

In any case, there are always limits 
to what we can do. We will do the best 
we can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). There are time limits under 

the budget rules for discussion of 
amendments. If an amendment is set 
aside, that does not terminate the time 
that is still available. 

Mr. GRAMM. How much time have 
we run off of the CONRAD amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
CONRAD has 28 minutes remaining on 
the amendment, and those who speak 
in opposition have 60 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. GRAMM. I certainly will not 
take 60 minutes. 

Mr. President, in the Budget Com-
mittee we had a series of amendments 
and they all had a common theme: Do 
anything with the surplus except give 
it back to working Americans. 

We had an amendment that said you 
could not give a tax cut until you had 
fixed Social Security for 75 years—that 
would be the year 2074, so you could 
not do a tax cut before the year 2074; 
you could not give a tax cut to working 
people until Medicare was fixed for a 
similar period. You could not give a 
tax cut until Jesus came back. You 
could not give a tax cut until Bosnia 
and Serbs and Bosnia and Croats rou-
tinely met, fell in love, got married 
and, like the lion and the lamb, lay 
down together. 

When you listen to all this rhetoric 
and all these amendments, what they 
have in common is not all the things 
that have to happen before a tax cut, 
but what they have in common is our 
Democrat colleagues do not want 
working Americans to get any of the 
non-Social Security surplus back. 

We find ourselves with the highest 
tax burden in American history. When 
you take Federal, State, and local 
taxes, 31 cents out of every dollar 
earned by every American goes to gov-
ernment and taxes. With the history of 
our country, such as at the peak of the 
war effort in World War II in 1944 when 
we had the largest defense spending in 
American history and the highest tax 
burden in American history prior to 
today, even with the highest tax rate 
in American history, our Democrat col-
leagues would say: ‘‘Defer tax cuts 
until the year 2074, defer tax cuts until 
all the problems of the world are 
solved, defer tax cuts.’’

The point is, they are not for letting 
working Americans keep some of the 
money that we are now taking from 
them above the level needed to pay the 
taxpayers’ bills. Remember that every 
penny of the Social Security surplus by 
the pending budget will be set aside 
and locked away for Social Security. 
Now, this is the newest variant of this 
‘‘anything but tax cuts’’ amendment. 
This variant says, ‘‘Don’t give the 
money to tax cuts; reduce the debt and 
then give an IOU to Medicare.’’ 

I want to remind my colleagues that 
this doesn’t provide a dime for Medi-
care. 

Not one penny of this money can be 
spent under the budget. If we adopted 
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this amendment, Medicare would not 
have one nickel that it doesn’t have 
now. It would have an IOU from the 
Federal Government. But how would 
we pay the IOU? We would pay it by 
raising taxes, by cutting spending, by 
cutting Medicare, maybe, or by bor-
rowing money from the general public. 
But nothing we do today in giving an 
IOU to Medicare provides any money 
for Medicare either today or in the fu-
ture. 

So this is not a real transfer of re-
sources. When our dear colleague from 
Rhode Island on the Budget Committee 
says we need to give the resources to 
Medicare, no resources are given to 
Medicare in the budget of the United 
States. If you look at that budget, 
which has a $199 billion increase, the 
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota 
doesn’t change one penny of spending 
for Medicare over this period. In fact, 
what the Senator from North Dakota is 
doing is not changing Medicare spend-
ing, not providing any new benefit, not 
paying any old bill; he is simply giving 
Medicare an IOU. 

Now, what is the net product of this 
IOU? That is the point I want to get to. 
The net product of this IOU is not more 
money for Medicare; the net product of 
this IOU is that in the year 2009, Medi-
care insolvency will occur unless we 
pass a reform bill, like the Breaux re-
form, which I strongly support and sup-
ported as a member of the bipartisan 
Medicare Commission. Unless we do 
something that is a real reform, in the 
year 2009 we are going to have to raise 
payroll taxes, or raise general taxes, or 
we are going to have to cut spending, 
or we are going to have to borrow 
money, whether or not we give an IOU 
to Medicare. Nothing in the Senator’s 
amendment changes the amount of 
money that is available in the 10-year 
budget for Medicare. 

But what is changed by the amend-
ment? Medicare is no better off, no 
worse off; it has an IOU. We already 
have many IOUs to Medicare because of 
our commitment to the program. It is 
probably the second most popular pro-
gram in American history and one to 
which we are all committed. Nothing 
changes for Medicare. No new resources 
are available to Medicare. No hard 
choices are avoided in Medicare. But 
what is changed? Well, what is changed 
is that this amendment will reduce the 
amount of money that is available for 
tax cuts by $320 billion. That is what 
this amendment is about. The actual 
change in the budget as a result of this 
amendment is to reduce the amount of 
money that is available for tax cuts. 

So what are we doing here? This is an 
amendment that has only one sub-
stantive effect; that is, it reduces our 
ability to eliminate the marriage pen-
alty. Americans meet and fall in love 
and get married, only to discover that 
they pay the Federal Government, on 

average, $1,400 a year for the right to 
be married. Knowing the Presiding Of-
ficer’s wife, I know she is worth $1,400 
a year, but I believe—and so does the 
Presiding Officer—that she ought to 
get the $1,400, not the Federal Govern-
ment. In fact, I know the wife of the 
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota, and I know she is worth $1,400 a 
year, and we want her to have the 
money. We don’t understand why the 
Senator from North Dakota doesn’t 
think she ought to have it instead of 
the Government. In any case, that is a 
matter of personal choice. 

The point is, what we are doing here 
does nothing for Medicare, but it af-
fects our ability to repeal the marriage 
penalty. There are many people who 
believe it is not right to force farmers 
and ranchers to sell the farm and sell 
the ranch when papa dies. He spent his 
whole life building up the farm or the 
ranch and put every penny of after-tax 
money he ever had into the farm or 
ranch. When he dies, the children have 
to sell the farm or ranch to give the 
Federal Government 55 cents out of 
every dollar. We want to end that. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota doesn’t help Medicare a 
bit, but it takes away from our ability 
to exempt farms and ranches from this 
confiscatory death duty and exempts 
small businesses from this confiscatory 
death duty. We believe we ought to 
have an across-the-board tax cut. 

Now, we know many of our Democrat 
colleagues don’t believe we should have 
an across-the-board tax cut, and they 
very quickly point out, well, with an 
across-the-board tax cut, some people 
don’t get a tax cut. That is true. But 
across-the-board tax cuts are for people 
who pay taxes. So everybody who pays 
taxes would get an across-the-board 
tax cut, and people who pay a lot of 
taxes would get 10 percent of that 
back. People who pay a little would get 
10 percent of that back, and they would 
both be happy to have it back. 

Now, what the Senator from North 
Dakota is saying is that he would rath-
er not repeal the marriage penalty, or 
repeal or reduce the inheritance tax, or 
have a tax cut across the board, or any 
of the many other ways we could give 
this money back, because he would 
rather it not go back to the taxpayers. 
So the net effect of this amendment is 
that it doesn’t change Medicare, 
doesn’t change a single spending figure 
over the 10-year budget; it gives Medi-
care a meaningless IOU, basically. But 
what is changed, what is substantive, 
is that it lessens our ability to reduce 
the tax burden for working Americans 
by $320 billion. 

Let me make one final point on this. 
Let me give you the advantage of giv-
ing some of this non-Social Security 
surplus back to taxpayers rather than 
having the Government keep it and ul-
timately spend it. We all remember 
last year when President Clinton stood 
at the rostrum of the House and said: 

Social Security first. Every penny of this 
surplus will go to Social Security. I won’t 
allow it to go on tax cuts, I won’t allow it to 
be spent.

Yet, the President, as a tribute for 
adjourning, required that $21 billion of 
it be spent. Every penny of it came 
right out of Social Security. So if we 
don’t give this non-Social Security sur-
plus back—or at least part of it—to 
workers, we are going to end up squan-
dering it; we are going to end up spend-
ing it. 

Now, the advantage of giving it back 
is, first, it is their money to begin 
with. This money came from the work-
ing people. The economy is doing bet-
ter because they are working and sav-
ing and investing more. Why should 
they not get some of the benefit—in 
fact, a very small percentage under our 
budget? 

Another thing is important. If we 
need the money back, we can take it 
back. But if you spend it on a bunch of 
new programs creating a bunch of new 
constituencies, it is gone; you will 
never get it back. How many Govern-
ment programs have we ever elimi-
nated in American history? Virtually 
none. 

So I just want to urge my colleagues, 
when they listen to the debate on this 
amendment, to remember that these 
amendments aren’t about denying a 
tax cut until 2074 to save Social Secu-
rity, or put off a tax cut until Medi-
care’s problems are forever solved, or 
to wait until the second coming and let 
Jesus worry about it, or to wait until 
world peace is enshrined. That is not 
what these amendments are about. 
These amendments are about some of 
us not wanting to give people a tax cut. 
That is what it is about. 

So if you think that out of the mas-
sive surpluses we are projected to have 
over the next 10 years, giving a modest 
tax cut to working Americans in things 
like repealing the marriage penalty, 
reducing or repealing the death tax, 
and giving a little across-the-board tax 
cut to everybody—if you think workers 
deserve some of the benefits of the 
good economy and the impact it has 
had on taxes, rather than giving every 
penny of it to the Government, then 
you want to vote no on this amend-
ment, and you want to vote no on a 
whole series of amendments, each of 
which is going to be tied to some other 
issue, like research to prevent meteor-
ites from causing tidal waves or de-
stroying New York City—or it will go 
on and on and on. But the bottom line 
is, this is about tax cuts. 

And our colleagues are desperate. 
They want to spend the money. They 
want to do everything with the money 
except give a little of it back. That is 
where we have a disagreement. 

Do not be confused. This doesn’t have 
anything to do with Medicare. Nothing 
in this amendment in any way provides 
another nickel to pay Medicare bene-
fits. Nothing in this amendment 
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changes the Medicare numbers in this 
budget at all. This simply reduces debt; 
God’s work, if it really happened. But 
what it does is give a meaningless IOU 
to Medicare. We already have written 
Medicare so many IOUs that we will 
never pay back the ones we have writ-
ten. If you want to, give them a cigar 
box full. And, if it makes you feel bet-
ter, great. But still, it is a promise to 
pay money. It is not money. 

So I hope our colleagues will reject 
this amendment and realize it is not 
about Medicare. It is not about Social 
Security. It is not about meteorites. It 
is not about the second coming. It is 
about taxes. Some people are against 
them. Other people are for them. 

That is what the vote will be about. 
I reserve the remainder of our time. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

will yield such time as the Senator 
from North Dakota needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 
I have been delighted at hearing the 

description of my amendment by the 
Senator from Texas. He has probably 
the greatest imagination in the Cham-
ber. Unfortunately, his imagination 
has been working overtime, because his 
description of my amendment has vir-
tually nothing to do with my amend-
ment. The Senator from Texas suggests 
that my amendment is to prevent a tax 
cut. That is not the purpose of my 
amendment. My amendment is very 
clear. My amendment provides a 
lockbox that reserves every penny of 
the Social Security surplus for Social 
Security. It then goes to the next step 
and reserves 40 percent of the non-So-
cial Security surplus for Medicare be-
cause Medicare is in imminent danger. 

I point out that the Senator from 
Texas knew that last year. I don’t 
know what happened in the last year 
that has caused him to forget it. But 
here is what he said last year. What a 
difference a year makes. He said:

. . . [w]hat would we do if we had a half a 
trillion dollars to spend?

He said then:
The obvious answer that cries out is Medi-

care. 
. . . I think it is logical. People understood 

the President on save Social Security first 
and I think they will understand save Medi-
care first. 

. . . Medicare is in crisis. We want to save 
Medicare first.

The Senator from Texas said that 
last year. This year, the budget that he 
is advocating doesn’t save one penny of 
the surplus for Medicare. That is where 
the difference lies. He wants all of the 
non-Social Security surplus to go for 
an across-the-board tax cut. 

Where does that go? Guess where 
that goes. That goes to the richest 
among us. Here is what the top 1 per-

cent gets in his proposal. They get 
$20,000 of tax cut. What happens to the 
bottom 60 percent? They get on aver-
age $99. 

Maybe that is why now the Senator 
from Texas doesn’t want to lock up and 
protect one penny of surplus for Medi-
care, because he wants to send it back 
not to Dicky Flatts. He wants to send 
it back to Dicky Flatts’ wealthy 
friends, 20,000 bucks apiece to them; $99 
to the rest of the people. The vast ma-
jority of the people, the top 1 percent, 
get $20,000. The bottom 60 percent get 
$99 on average. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Texas suggests there is no money 
available for a tax cut under the 
Conrad amendment. That is not my 
amendment. 

That is a great speech. It is a great 
political argument. The only problem 
with it is that it is not true. It doesn’t 
have anything to do with my amend-
ment. 

Let’s be honest. Let’s be honest. 
What does the Conrad amendment do 
with the surplus over the next 10 years? 
Over the next 10 years the surplus is 
$2.6 trillion. Under my amendment, the 
$1.8 trillion that comes from Social Se-
curity would be reserved for Social Se-
curity. 

Second, another $376 billion would be 
reserved to strengthen Medicare. 

Interestingly enough, last year the 
Senator from Texas said what happens 
if you have a windfall? The first pri-
ority ought to be Medicare. This year, 
he doesn’t want to provide one thin 
dime out of the surplus for Medicare. 
He wants it all to go to a tax cut, an 
across-the-board tax cut that has this 
result. I don’t think that is the priority 
of the American people to give a $20,000 
tax cut to folks who are in the top 1 
percent, people who have an average 
income of $833,000. I don’t think that is 
a priority of the American people. Not 
one dime of surplus for Medicare, but 
provide it all to a tax cut for people 
who earn $833,000, give them $20,000, 
when Medicare is the program that is 
in the deepest trouble. What sense does 
that make? Let’s go back to what the 
Conrad amendment provides, because 
the Senator from Texas talks about an 
amendment that is not the amendment 
that is before the body. It doesn’t pre-
vent tax relief. It doesn’t prevent cor-
recting the marriage penalty. The Sen-
ator from Texas knows better. 

The amendment that I have offered 
offers of the $2.6 trillion of surplus over 
the next 10 years $1.8 trillion that 
comes from the Social Security surplus 
which goes to Social Security; $376 bil-
lion goes to Medicare. That leaves 
nearly $400 billion that is available for 
tax relief and for domestic priorities 
like education and defense and health 
care and, yes, tax relief. In fact, you 
could easily accommodate taking care 
of the marriage penalty under my 
amendment. You could provide other 

forms of targeted tax relief under my 
amendment, because those are the pri-
orities of the American people. Save 
Social Security, dedicate every penny 
of the Social Security surplus for So-
cial Security, and then 40 percent of 
the non-Social Security surplus for 
Medicare, because it needs money, a 
need that the Senator from Texas him-
self recognized just a year ago. In addi-
tion to that, $400 billion available over 
the next 10 years for high priority do-
mestic needs like education and de-
fense, and yes, money available for tax 
relief as well. 

Mr. President, that is what this 
amendment provides, not the descrip-
tion given by the Senator from Texas 
that bore absolutely no relation to the 
amendment that is before us. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. CONRAD. I would be happy to 

yield for a question. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I know the time has 

moved along, so I will just take a mo-
ment. If I understand the Senator’s 
amendment effectively, what will be 
the situation under your amendment 
with regard to the continued solvency 
of the Medicare system? As I under-
stand it, besides strengthening Social 
Security, one of the purposes was to 
extend solvency of the Medicare sys-
tem in order to permit time to consider 
sensible reforms. Will the Senator just 
tell me this: Under the Conrad amend-
ment, what is the life expectancy of 
the Medicare system, and what would 
it be without the Conrad amendment 
under the budget resolution that is 
now before the Senate?

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts asks a good question. The 
simple answer to the Senator is: By 
locking up additional funds for Medi-
care, we would be in a position at a 
later point, because we cannot do that 
in the context of the budget resolution, 
to extend the solvency of the Medicare 
system for at least another 12 years. 
That is the goal of this effort; to first 
lock it up and protect it so it cannot be 
diverted for some other purpose and 
then, when we get at a later point 
where we can make transfers which we 
are precluded from doing in a budget 
resolution, to then extend the solvency 
of the Medicare system. That is what 
this is all about: Protecting, strength-
ening Medicare, as well as strength-
ening Social Security. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it the position of 
the Senator, when you have the exten-
sion of the Medicare system, that at 
that time there would be the oppor-
tunity to consider the kinds of other 
reforms that might continue the Medi-
care system even beyond the 2020 pe-
riod? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is exactly cor-
rect. As the Senator may know, as a 
member of the Finance Committee I 
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have voted repeatedly to reform Medi-
care in order to further extend its sol-
vency. But it is my conviction, and I 
think the failure of the Medicare Com-
mission so indicates, the need is for ad-
ditional resources into Medicare. We 
also need to reform that system. But 
without additional resources I do not 
believe we will succeed in extending 
the solvency of the Medicare system. 

So, there is really a two-part test 
here, to reform the system and to pro-
vide additional resources. If we do not 
protect them, if we do not lock them 
up, I assure you, Senators like our col-
league from Texas will take the money 
and he will send it back to those who 
are earning over $833,000 a year. He will 
send them a $20,000 check and we will 
find our grandparents and our parents, 
who are dependent on Medicare for 
their health care, are not going to have 
it. That is the choice before the body. 
That is the choice before the body. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have a final ques-
tion, if I could, of the Senator. Would 
this, now, be the longest period of fi-
nancial security for the Medicare sys-
tem that we would have had since, ac-
tually, Medicare has been established? 
It is my understanding with the addi-
tional revenues we would effectively 
guarantee the financial security of the 
Medicare system for the longest period 
since the Medicare system has been es-
tablished. 

Mr. CONRAD. That is correct, be-
cause this would extend it at least an-
other 12 years beyond 2008 to 2020. With 
the new projections that are coming in, 
I believe it will be extended even be-
yond that. 

That is fundamentally the question 
and the choice before this body. What 
are we going to do with these sur-
pluses? Our friends on the other side of 
the aisle say: Social Security and tax 
cuts. We are saying in this amendment: 
Yes, Social Security, every dime of So-
cial Security surplus for Social Secu-
rity. But then let’s provide additional 
resources to strengthen and preserve 
Medicare. And then, yes, let’s also have 
funds that are available for high-pri-
ority domestic needs like education 
and health care and, yes, defense. And 
also have resources to provide some tax 
relief. I put marriage penalty right at 
the top of the list. That is provided for 
in this amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. May I just ask a final 
question of the Senator? I notice in the 
report itself, under ‘‘Revenues’’ on 
page 75, it states this in the third para-
graph:

The net tax cut in the Committee-reported 
resolution can accommodate a substantial 
tax cut package (the contents of which will 
be determined by the tax-writing commit-
tees), which may include across-the-board 
cuts in tax rates. . . .

The sentence does continue and list 
others, but it lists, No. 1, across-the-
board tax cuts. Is that the kind of tax 
cut, if we were moving in that direc-

tion, the Senator believes would be the 
fairest to working families and to 
small farmers and the smaller business 
men and women of this country? 

Mr. CONRAD. I do not think it would 
be the fairest. In fact, if you have a 10 
percent across-the-board cut, the re-
sults are what I have shown here. For 
the top 1 percent, those whose income 
is over $800,000 a year, they get $20,000. 
The bottom 60 percent get, on average, 
relief of $99. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to 
the ranking member. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We are not sur-
prised by incomes that exceed $1 mil-
lion, $5 million, $10 million—some of 
the top corporate executives in this 
country, some of the athletes, some of 
the people in entertainment. So if 
someone earned $10 million in a year 
and the tax rate was 39.6 percent for in-
come tax, and if there was roughly a 4-
percent decline in that, so that person 
then would have—if they earned $10 
million, they would get $400,000 in tax 
relief? Is that the way the calculation 
is, as you see it? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is roughly the 
calculation. It is hard to see that as 
fair. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I think Michael 
Eisner in 1 year earned $50 million. He 
might get a couple of million in tax re-
lief. Is that not right? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Would this 

amendment cause us to have to wait 75 
years before tax cuts could be put in 
place? 

Mr. CONRAD. No. Absolutely not. As 
I indicated, we are protecting Social 
Security by reserving every penny of 
the Social Security surplus. We are 
also reserving a substantial part of the 
non-Social Security surplus for Medi-
care. But that which remains, which is 
about $400 billion over the next 10 
years, is available for high-priority do-
mestic needs including education, 
health care and defense, and for tax re-
lief. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. So the thing 
that triggers this is whether or not we 
prepared Social Security and Medicare 
for its survival. That is the triggering 
mechanism that enables other things 
to be considered—tax cuts, targeted 
tax cuts or other programs to be exer-
cised, is that right? 

Mr. CONRAD. It is all really a ques-
tion of priorities. How should these 
surpluses be used? Our view is, the pri-
orities of the American people are to 
safeguard Social Security, to safeguard 
Medicare, to provide for education and 
defense and health care, and also tax 
relief. The other side says there are 
only two priorities. They say the prior-
ities with these surpluses are Social 
Security—and I commend them for 
that. But then they say virtually all 
the rest of the money ought to go for 

tax cuts. When you look at what they 
are proposing, the Senator from Texas 
was very clear. He likes across-the-
board. The chairman of the Finance 
Committee has indicated he likes the 
10 percent across-the-board. 

That is not fair. That is not fair. It is 
not the priorities of the American peo-
ple. That is why this amendment is im-
portant. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
how much time do we have left on our 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 11 minutes 
20 seconds. The Senator has Texas has 
45 minutes, approximately. 

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator from 
North Dakota yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. Not on my time I will 
not yield. 

Mr. GRAMM. Yield on my time. We 
have been very good in going back and 
forth. We have almost an hour. We 
have a few minutes. Would it not make 
sense to let us speak—let me say a few 
words, let Senator DOMENICI speak, and 
then continue this, rather than shut-
ting us out? If you want to do it, you 
obviously have the right under the 
rules. 

Mr. KENNEDY. May I just ask one 
final question? 

If we do not do what is included in 
the Conrad amendment, if we are look-
ing at the financial security of Medi-
care to the year 2020, is it the under-
standing of the Senator that we would 
have to somehow find $686 billion that 
would either have to be a combination 
of tax increases or benefit cuts in order 
to reach the $686—in order to ensure 
that the Medicare trust fund would be 
financially sound by 2020, if we do not 
accept the Conrad amendment? 

Mr. CONRAD. I suppose what we 
could do is write to these folks to 
whom Senator GRAMM is going to send 
the money and ask them to make vol-
untary contributions so the Medicare 
system could go forward. I do not think 
that would work very well, probably. 

The problem, the fundamental ques-
tion before us, is, How do we use these 
surpluses? I think the priorities of the 
American people are very clear. They 
have told us: Social Security, Medi-
care, education, health care, defense, 
and, yes, tax relief. Those are their pri-
orities, and that is what this amend-
ment represents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from North Dakota yielded the 
floor? 

Mr. CONRAD. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to be careful in what I say. But our col-
league suggested that we be honest. 

I want to be very honest. What we 
have before us is a totally phony 
amendment. Let me go through and ex-
plain why. Let me touch a couple 
points. 
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First of all, this save Social Security 

business and lock the money away for 
Social Security, that didn’t come from 
Bill Clinton. That came from PETE 
DOMENICI. That is in the budget before 
us. I want to thank Senator DOMENICI 
for that. 

Let me just run down the list of 
things here. First of all, our dear col-
league brought out a quote from me 
about using money from Medicare. To 
paraphrase Paul Harvey, let me tell 
you the rest of the story. 

Last year, our Democrat colleagues 
were trying to raise taxes on the poor-
est among us, on a tax where 60 percent 
of the tax was paid for by Americans 
who made $25,000 a year or less. It was 
a cigarette tax. The claim that the 
Government had the right to part of 
the money was that people smoke. 
They get smoking-related diseases and 
it costs us money in Medicare. 

So Senator DOMENICI and I said, If 
you are going to collect money in ciga-
rette taxes and you suddenly have this 
giant windfall—as one of the lawyers, I 
guess, of these people that our dear col-
leagues talk about, these rich people, 
said, ‘‘This is like winning a lottery,’’ 
talking about the millions of dollars 
that had gone from the settlements—
Senator DOMENICI and I said last year, 
Well, if you are going to tax tobacco 
and you are going to impose the tax on 
people making $25,000 a year or less 
that pay the bulk of tobacco taxes—
they are concerned about poor people 
today, but last year they were raising 
their taxes—Senator DOMENICI and I 
said, Well, if you are going to do that, 
at least spend the money on Medicare 
for health care. 

Now, when it was clear they weren’t 
going to be able to spend it on all their 
social programs, their amendment 
died. But that is where that quote 
came from, if we are going to be hon-
est. 

Let me make it clear that all this 
business about ‘‘the Domenici budget 
does not provide a penny for Medi-
care,’’ not so. The Domenici budget 
provides more money for Medicare 
than any budget ever written in Amer-
ican history. It provides $199 billion of 
new money. It funds every penny for 
Medicare. The President proposed cut-
ting Medicare funding by $20 billion 
over the same period. So this is not 
about Medicare. This is about tax cuts, 
and it is about politics. 

Now, this ‘‘richest among us’’—I do 
not understand people who love cap-
italism and hate capitalists. I do not 
understand people who love investment 
but hate the people who make invest-
ments. I don’t make $1 million a year. 
If I were really productive, maybe I 
would. But let me just tell you the 
trick behind all these charts. The trick 
behind all these charts is that tax cuts 
are for taxpayers. So if you don’t pay 
any income taxes and we cut income 
taxes, you don’t get a tax cut. Some 

people say, Well, that’s not fair; I don’t 
pay income taxes, but if they are going 
to give a tax cut, I ought to get some 
of the money. 

Well, ask working people. Do they 
get Medicaid? No. Do they get food 
stamps? No. Do they get housing sub-
sidies? No, because they are not poor. 
Those programs are not for working 
people. Tax cuts are for working peo-
ple. So if you don’t pay any taxes, you 
don’t get any tax cuts. 

Now to this business about what if 
somebody makes $800,000 a year and 
they get a $20,000 tax cut. Outrage. 
Well, if they get a $20,000 tax cut, it 
meant they paid $200,000 of taxes. So if 
I paid $20,000 of taxes and I get a $2,000 
tax cut, why shouldn’t somebody who 
paid $200,000 get a $20,000 tax cut? Do 
we have to debate every issue by trying 
to pit Americans against each other? 
What is wrong with people making 
money? What is wrong with people 
being rich? They didn’t make the 
money by stealing it from somebody. 
They made it by producing something 
of value and selling it. I would just like 
to say that we get tired of having the 
people who are making $1 million a 
year tell us about tax cuts for rich peo-
ple. 

I don’t get it. Senator DOMENICI is 
from an immigrant family. I told the 
story earlier about him almost being 
born in a lettuce patch where his 
mama was picking lettuce. Neither of 
my parents went to high school. Sud-
denly we care about rich people and 
our colleagues, many of whom are rich, 
are going to protect people against rich 
people. 

Here is the point. Why not give ev-
erybody a tax cut? This bill does not 
give an across-the-board tax cut. It 
just provides money for tax cuts. Obvi-
ously, one of the ones that will be de-
bated, everybody will get a chance to 
give their speech about these out-
rageous rich people who paid $1 million 
a year in taxes and we want $2 million. 
We want every penny they have. We 
want to put them in prison. The point 
is, with an across-the-board tax cut, 
you get 10 percent, whatever you pay, 
you get 10 percent of it back. 

If that hurts your feelings, you live 
in the wrong country. It doesn’t hurt 
my feelings. 

Final points and I will get out of Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s way. Senator KENNEDY 
asked, What does this do to the life-
span of Medicare? Well, let me tell 
him. Nothing is the answer, zero, zip. 
The lifespan of Medicare is supposedly 
to 2008, but it is only to 2008 because 
President Clinton took part of the cost 
out of the trust fund and put it into 
general revenue. So Medicare already 
went broke. But it is 2008 today and, if 
this amendment were adopted, it would 
still be 2008, because this amendment 
provides not one nickel, one penny, one 
million, one billion, nothing to Medi-
care. It gives Medicare a meaningless 

IOU, and we still have to cut spending 
or raise taxes or borrow money in order 
to pay it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
correct the Senator. He didn’t even 
give them an IOU. He just reduced the 
debt. 

Mr. GRAMM. That is right, and 
claims that they get credit for it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Correct. 
Mr. GRAMM. Well, let me say that 

this is a phony amendment in every re-
spect except one. It has nothing to do 
with Medicare. It doesn’t have any im-
pact on Medicare. Normally in these 
amendments, you have all this folderol 
and meaningless stuff at first, but 
when you get to the last page and the 
last paragraph, you get to the bottom 
line. What this amendment does is, it 
reduces the levels of funds in section 
104(1) by which the Senate Committee 
on Finance is instructed to reduce rev-
enues. 

So what this amendment is about is 
denying people a tax cut. Our col-
leagues are for tax cuts in general, 
even though both our colleagues voted 
for the last amendment which would 
have denied any tax cut. They are for 
them in general. They are for elimi-
nating the marriage penalty in theory. 
They are for changing inheritance 
taxes in theory. But when it gets right 
down to giving somebody a tax cut, 
they are against it. 

Why are they against it? As long as 
we have been asked to be honest, they 
are against it because they want to 
spend this money. They are against it 
because they want to spend this money 
on programs, just as they did last year 
when we busted the budget by $21 bil-
lion and stole every penny of it right 
out of the Social Security trust funds 
and they voted for it. 

So let’s not be deceived. I was asked 
to be honest and I wasn’t going to be, 
because I didn’t want to be unkind. But 
since I have been asked to be honest, 
let me be honest. This is a phony 
amendment. It has nothing to do with 
Medicare and everything to do with de-
nying tax cuts. Our colleagues on the 
left side of this Chamber want to spend 
this money, and we don’t want them to 
spend it. We want people to have it 
back. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do 

we have on the amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico has 35 minutes 
20 seconds. The Senator from North 
Dakota has 9 minutes 57 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me assure Sen-
ators here on the floor, I do not intend 
to use 35 minutes. I am fearful if I say 
anything, we will have to hear the 
same song and dance over again from 
the other side. We have heard it about 
10 times today, but that is all right. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.001 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 5547March 24, 1999
First of all, we all know what this is 

about. Last year the President of the 
United States said to the Congress, 
Democrat and Republican, we have 
taken Medicare out of politics. Let us 
move arm in arm and let us fix Medi-
care. Everybody said great. The Presi-
dent was active in this regard, and he 
said, let us have this commission look 
at it. We have taken it out of politics, 
because we want to fix it. 

The truth of the matter is, the Presi-
dent decided to make Medicare a polit-
ical issue in his budget this year. He 
didn’t wait around for the commission. 
He made it a political issue in his budg-
et. 

Those who are now arguing on the 
floor about the budget we produced in 
committee are continuing the political 
fight rather than a factual fight. 

I want to say a couple of things. 
There is a lot to get excited about here, 
but I promise myself I will not do that, 
other than I will say to my good friend, 
you should never, never have put the 
Social Security lockbox money in the 
same lockbox with yours. If you would 
like to have a second lockbox and call 
it yours, you are welcome to do it. But 
it is a fraud to put it in the same 
lockbox with the Social Security trust 
fund. It is nothing similar to it. It has 
no relationship to it, and all it does is 
say, ‘‘We’re going to reduce the debt 
more than the Republicans want to, 
and we’re hoping that by reducing that 
debt, there will be money available for 
Medicare.’’ That is it plain and simple. 

In case anybody is interested, on this 
chart, this red line is the President’s 
debt reduction for which he is taking 
credit and have Nobel laureates saying 
it is great. The committee bill before 
you is the blue line which reduces the 
debt $400 billion more than the Presi-
dent, which, incidentally, is more than 
the distinguished Senator is going to 
take out of the tax cut to make a 
case—not a case for Medicare—a case 
against giving back to the American 
people any of their hard-earned money. 

This amendment, which will fall be-
cause it is not germane, is an antitax 
amendment. Let me tell you, I am 
tired of Democrats getting up and say-
ing, ‘‘We don’t want to vote for tax re-
lief because Republicans are talking 
about an across-the-board tax cut.’’ I 
am tempted to offer an amendment to 
strike the 10-percent tax cut from this 
tax cut and put in marriage penalty 
and any other family-related tax cuts. 
Take it out. Let’s see if they are for it 
then. 

What will the argument be? The ar-
gument can’t be 10 percent because it 
is not even mentioned in this resolu-
tion. What they can get up and say is, 
‘‘We have a better idea for tax cuts 
than the Republicans.’’ And we say, 
‘‘Wonderful, if you do, that’s fine.’’ But 
it is not a wonderful idea to cut the tax 
cut almost in half and claim you are 
for tax cuts and you did something for 

Medicare when, as a matter of fact, all 
we need to do for Medicare is to get the 
Democrats and the President—and I 
will not include every Democrat be-
cause there are some who already know 
what they want to do—but all we need 
to do is get them to tell us what we 
ought to do for Medicare. 

This idea that my friend, Senator 
KENNEDY, got up and said, ‘‘We are in 
the red $860 billion over,’’ I don’t know 
how many years, Mr. President, that is 
saying if the program stays just like it 
is and there is no reform, that is what 
we would need to keep it going like it 
is. 

Let me assure you that not even the 
distinguished Senator who is proposing 
this so-called Medicare amendment 
thinks we should leave the Medicare 
program like it is. In fact, there is a 
quote—we are going to find it in a 
minute—where the distinguished Sen-
ator said Medicare does not have a 
chance to survive unless we reform it. 
That is what he was saying last year. 

Reforming it means you save money 
by making the program more efficient, 
less apt to have fraud injected into the 
program and, yes, being realistic. 
There are those who say this commis-
sion that worked on this didn’t come 
up with a good product and they used 
that one idea. Thirty years from now, 
the age for receiving Medicare will go 
up piecemeal, and in 30 years, it will be 
up 2 years. Maybe they can fix that if 
they are serious. But, Mr. President, 
that reform package saved enough 
money to pay a prescription benefit. 
They did not need to take away this 
tax cut to do it. They had $61 billion 
left over from reform, and they said, 
‘‘Let’s use it for prescription drugs.’’ 

Any talk on the floor that the Conrad 
amendment is going to fix Medicare 
like it has never been fixed before is 
pure, absolute demagoguery and specu-
lation at the highest. Nobody has any 
idea what that is going to do for Medi-
care, if it is even available for Medi-
care. It might not even be there. It can 
be spent for anything else. 

I submit, talking about what the 
American people want most and com-
ing down here and telling us that 20 
times does not mean that that is what 
they are getting in that amendment by 
my good friend, Senator CONRAD, be-
cause it is not doing what he says the 
American people want. If you look at 
it, it does not accomplish what he con-
tinually claims the American people 
want. 

Frankly, I believe we ought to get se-
rious and we ought to take the politics 
out of this, but if you do not want to, 
we will take this one as far as we can 
because we understand what is right, 
what is fair, and what is fair to future 
generations, not just our senior citi-
zens. 

From my standpoint, the truth of the 
matter is, this is plain and simple: an 
effort to increase taxes that would oth-

erwise be reduced by $320 billion over 10 
years. What is really incredible about 
it is that it does not provide $1 for 
Medicare. Not one. It reduces the debt 
of the United States temporarily until 
it is spent by someone with no real way 
of saying it is to go to Medicare be-
cause there is no way to do that. 

It is no lockbox; it is a wish box. In 
fact, you should take it out of my 
lockbox and make your own wish box 
out of it, and maybe mine should be 
green and yours should be—I don’t 
know what color—surely a shade of 
yellow, something slightly brown, 
something like that. 

In any event, all this amendment 
purports to do is to reduce the debt 
held by the public because the Senator 
could not even put it into the Medicare 
fund, as the President did, in his phony 
budget because if he did that, he would 
have to raise the gross debt of the 
United States and would be vulnerable 
here on the floor for having done that, 
so it doesn’t even do that. 

I understand my friend, Senator 
CONRAD, is anxious to get up and talk 
again. He has made so many arguments 
today, I don’t know if he needs any 
more, but the Senate accommodates 
him because that is the way the budget 
process works. 

Let me conclude. The budget before 
us fully funds Medicare assuming no 
reform. Reform will save a lot of 
money, and there will be money around 
from these numbers in this budget 
which is fully funded. We do not cut 
the $20 billion that the President does, 
and regardless of what they say on that 
side, within the 10-year period, there 
could be up to $100 billion. And if we 
get on with reform, that $100 billion 
will be available. If we wait around for-
ever with no proposal, then who knows. 

I believe we are going to get serious. 
The President is going to send us a 
package. I only hope he does not send 
us one that is irresponsible because of 
this debate. I don’t think he will. He 
understands the issue. We can get on to 
doing Medicare right, not act like this 
amendment fixes it. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me 

just say, sometimes voices are raised 
here on the floor, mine included. But 
let there be no mistake, I have great 
respect for the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And I for you. 
Mr. CONRAD. I appreciate that, and 

absolute affection for the Senator from 
New Mexico as well. We have a dis-
agreement. I think both of us are being 
honest and direct about that disagree-
ment. 

Let me be clear. The Senator from 
New Mexico says that my amendment 
does not fix Medicare. That is true. 
That is absolutely true. My amend-
ment does not fix Medicare; it does not 
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solve the problem. But my Medicare 
amendment, or the part of my amend-
ment that deals with Medicare, does 
make a difference, because it reserves 
funds to strengthen Medicare—nearly 
$400 billion over the next 10 years. 

The lockbox offered by our friends 
across the aisle does not provide one 
penny of the surplus for Medicare. 
They say, in answer, ‘‘But we fund 
Medicare.’’ Yes, of course they fund 
Medicare. That is a budget require-
ment. Of course they fund it. But in 
the surpluses that are projected over 
the next 10 years, they are not setting 
aside one penny of that surplus to 
strengthen Medicare. That is a defi-
ciency of their proposal. 

Let’s go back to what the Conrad 
amendment really does. The Conrad 
amendment reserves, in a lockbox, 
every penny of the Social Security sur-
plus over the next 10 years for Social 
Security. 

No. 2, the Conrad amendment takes 
$370 billion over the next 10 years of 
non-Social Security surplus and re-
serves that for Medicare. That is a crit-
ical first step to solving and resolving 
the Medicare crisis. 

No. 3, we still then have about $400 
billion left over the next 10 years to 
deal with high-priority domestic 
needs—education and health care and, 
yes, defense and, yes, tax relief—$400 
billion that is available for those cat-
egories. 

Our friends on the other side say that 
is not what we want to do. They say, 
we just want the money for Social Se-
curity and tax cuts, nothing out of the 
surplus—nothing out of the surplus—
for defense, for education, for Medi-
care. Well, we do not believe those are 
the priorities of the American people. 
That is the difference. And that is what 
this amendment is about. 

I ask my colleagues, just for a mo-
ment, to suspend partisanship on both 
sides and really look at what this 
amendment says—not to the character-
ization of the Senator from Texas. His 
characterization was his imagination 
working overtime. It is what he hoped 
my amendment said, not what my 
amendment does say. The argument 
that he made was an argument not 
against the amendment that is before 
us but an argument against an amend-
ment that he wished I was offering. 

My amendment does pay down the 
publicly held debt more than the budg-
et resolution—by about $300 billion. My 
proposal pays down publicly held debt 
more than what is being offered on the 
other side. 

I think that is a good priority as 
well. So not only do we strengthen So-
cial Security, strengthen Medicare, or 
at least make it possible to strengthen 
Medicare and also provide for high-pri-
ority domestic needs such as edu-
cation, health care, defense, and tax re-
lief, but we also are in a position to 
further pay down the public debt. Be-

cause every economist who has come 
before us in the Budget Committee, in 
the Finance Committee, has told us 
that that is the highest priority of 
all—pay down this publicly held debt, 
to put us in a position to keep interest 
rates down, to have a stronger econ-
omy for the future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve my time. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous-consent that my time 
come off the budget resolution itself 
and not off the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I want just a few 
minutes to respond.

Mr. President, I rise in strong sup-
port of Senator CONRAD’s lockbox 
amendment, which reserves approxi-
mately 45 percent of the non-Social Se-
curity budget surplus for Medicare over 
the next 10 years. 

Mr. President, we have heard a lot 
about the Republican lock box here on 
the floor. But so far, it’s been all con-
versation and no action and no amend-
ment. Nothing was offered in Com-
mittee, except for a sense of the Senate 
that merely endorses current law. And 
we don’t expect to see anything on the 
floor. 

What we have before us is a budget 
that spends nearly every dollar of the 
projected $1 trillion surplus on tax 
cuts. And the numbers don’t lie. 

On page 5 of the budget resolution, 
the amounts of surpluses remaining 
after the Republican tax cut are as fol-
lows: 

A $6 billion on-budget deficit in 2000; 
A surplus of zero in 2001; 
A surplus of zero in 2002; 
A surplus of zero in 2003; and 
A small $3 billion on-budget surplus 

in 2004. 
Mr. President, nothing in this budget 

is reserved for Medicare, although the 
program goes bankrupt in just eight 
years. But Senator CONRAD’s amend-
ment would correct this obvious over-
sight by reserving approximately 45 
percent of the onbudget surplus for 
Medicare over the next 10 years. 

This amendment is more than rhet-
oric, Mr. President. And it’s more than 
a press release. It’s a new Senate rule 
that reserves $707 billion for the Medi-
care program over the next 15 years. 
That’s fully $707 billion more than the 
Republican budget. 

Over ten years, this amendment 
would reduce debt by over $300 billion 
more than the Republican plan. Over 
the long-term, these reserves would be 
instrumental in crafting a comprehen-
sive Medicare reform package that 
modernizes the program for the 21st 
century. 

In the Budget Committee mark-up 
last year, Chairman DOMENICI stated 

that ‘‘for every dollar you divert to 
some other program you are hastening 
the day when Medicare falls into bank-
ruptcy.’’ Well, Mr. President, we are 
one year closer to bankruptcy but a 
giant step back from where we were 
last year, when this program was a pri-
ority for both Republicans and Demo-
crats.

Not only does our lockbox do more to 
protect Medicare and reduce debt, it 
also has a stronger lock and more re-
sponsible enforcement procedure for 
both Social Security and Medicare. 

Mr. President, we enforce the 
lockbox through the tried and true 
mechanisms of the pay-go rules. If Con-
gress attempts to spend part of the So-
cial Security surplus or Medicare re-
serve, the sequester rules of the Bal-
anced Budget Act would make auto-
matic spending cuts in order to keep 
the reserve intact. 

But in their budget, Republicans 
have weakened the pay-go rule by al-
lowing all funds not saved for Social 
Security to be used for tax cuts, right 
away, regardless of whether we ever 
act to reform Social Security and 
Medicare. Our lockbox, however, cre-
ates a powerful incentive for Congress 
to address the long-term problems of 
Social Security and Medicare by pro-
hibiting surpluses outside of the 
lockbox from being used until we re-
form Social Security and Medicare. 

To sum up, Mr. President, the Repub-
lican budget ignores Medicare, but the 
Democratic lockbox protects both So-
cial Security and Medicare. The Repub-
lican budget reduces public debt, but 
our lockbox reduces it more. The Re-
publican budget does nothing to fur-
ther protect Social Security, but our 
proposal adds a new super-majority 
point of order to make certain that So-
cial Security surpluses remain out of 
the budget. And finally, the Republican 
budget puts tax breaks first and tax 
breaks only, but our lockbox puts So-
cial Security and Medicare first. 

Mr. President, this is an easy choice. 
Our proposal is better for Social Secu-
rity, better for Medicare, and better for 
debt reduction. And our proposal is a 
more responsible alternative to a Re-
publican budget that does absolutely 
nothing to protect or strengthen Medi-
care. 

Mr. President, I think securing So-
cial Security, the Social Security trust 
fund, the Medicare trust fund, is of 
great help. And whether issuing more 
IOUs or not, we could put cash in there. 
And if we left it in cash, then what we 
would do is lose the purchasing power 
that is eroded by inflation or that 
would fail to replenish the fund as the 
number of recipients grows, even 
though the promise is made to each in-
dividual. 

But it also does something else, I 
think. What it does do is it attempts to 
secure longer life for Social Security 
and for Medicare, to at least remove it 
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from the likelihood that the appropri-
ators one day—someday in the future, 
if things get tough—would be able to 
say, ‘‘Well, listen, we just can’t afford 
to do that. We’re going to legislate re-
ductions in the benefits.’’ And I think 
it is the right way to go. 

Mr. President, I must take a couple 
minutes because one of the things that 
I find terribly bothersome here is the 
fact that we are now down to where we 
are saying, ‘‘stole money,’’ ‘‘phony ac-
counting,’’ ‘‘fraud,’’ and the Director of 
the OMB—a brilliant, educated man—
was called the ‘‘most deceptive witness 
to ever appear before the Finance Com-
mittee’’ by one of our Senators. 

I think that that language ought to 
be out of order because it accomplishes 
nothing except to get everybody a red 
neck. That is what happens. We all get 
excited about it because we are of-
fended, insulted, by the trivial lan-
guage that goes through this place 
when we are talking about something 
so serious. 

‘‘Taxes on poor people’’ it was pro-
posed because we were going to impose 
a burden on the tobacco users for the 
amount of the health care system that 
they used. ‘‘Taxes on poor people,’’ the 
plea was. ‘‘We’ve got to feel sorry for 
those people who are going to pay more 
for their tobacco, for their cigarettes,’’ 
even though they have consumed more 
of our health care costs in the country 
in lost productivity, et cetera; it is es-
timated as much as $100 billion a year. 
‘‘Poor people, they are addicted to to-
bacco; and, therefore, we ought not to 
ask them to pay more for the programs 
they use.’’ 

I agree with that of sorts, but, on the 
other hand, in the State of Texas, $15 
billion was accepted by the State of 
Texas as a resolution, a settlement of 
the case they had against the tobacco 
companies—$15 billion. And I did not 
hear anybody say, ‘‘Well, Texas ought 
not to take that money because ulti-
mately the consumers, the smokers, 
are going to pay for it.’’ I did not hear 
anybody say that when tobacco compa-
nies raise the price of cigarettes 45 
cents a pack, ‘‘Oh, what a pity for 
those poor people to have to pay it.’’ Of 
course, it goes into the profits of the 
tobacco companies, but I did not hear 
anybody pleading the case for those 
poor people who are going to pay it. 

I heard a description of capitalists 
who hate capitalism. Well, you are 
looking at one. You are looking at one. 
And there is one sitting in the chair of 
the President, as well, a capitalist. He 
made his money through hard work 
and diligence. And I know, in my dis-
cussions with his wife, how she tends 
the business while he serves the coun-
try. 

I came from a poor immigrant fam-
ily. And I was struck by the compari-
son between the Senator from New 
Mexico and myself. I was born at home, 
but it was not in rural country: it was 

in New Jersey. I was born at home. The 
doctor came to visit and delivered this 
beautiful package to my mother. That 
is what happened. But I did not have 
the benefit of the hospital, and she 
didn’t either. And maybe that is the re-
sult of what we have here. 

But the fact is, I came from immi-
grant parents. I came from a father 
who worked in a silk mill. And perhaps 
that was the reason that this man, at 
43 years of age, died of colon cancer. He 
was a weight lifter, he played basket-
ball, he wrestled, he loved the out-
doors, and he ate healthy foods, even in 
the 1930s when no one was talking 
about it. And my father would laugh at 
you if you smoked, but he died very 
young. He died young because he 
worked in a place that is believed was 
unhealthy to work in. There was no 
OSHA protection. There was nothing 
against fumes or film or dust in those 
mills. 

My uncle worked in the same indus-
try. My father was 43. My uncle died 
when he was in his early 50s. And my 
grandfather, who worked in this same 
business, died in his early 50s. I know 
what it is like to have come from the 
other side of the tracks. 

I helped create one of the great busi-
nesses in America. And I brag here for 
a moment. And, please, I hope every-
body will forgive this immodesty. We 
started the company without a dime, 
two other friends and I. Those two were 
brothers, and their father, as my fa-
ther, worked in the silk mill. His 
health, however, was better and was 
not harmed. None of us had 15 cents to 
call our own, and we created a business 
that today employs 33,000 employees, 
and has one of America’s most success-
ful records for return on investment to 
the investors. If you invested $300 in 
my company in 1961—we went public—
it is worth almost $2 million today. So 
I am a capitalist. 

I served my country 3 years in the 
military, and I was in Europe during 
the war despite my youthful appear-
ance. The fact of the matter is I did ev-
erything I was supposed to, and I did it 
the old-fashioned way—by working 
hard. It took us a long time to build 
that business, but we did succeed. 

I used to serve with the Hall of 
Famer here, Bill Bradley, a great, 
great Senator, a great person, who was 
a member of the Basketball Hall of 
Fame. New Jersey was the only State 
in the whole country that had two Hall 
of Famers. I was a member of the Hall 
of Fame of information processing. You 
should have seen the kids running after 
me for my autograph. We were the only 
two. 

I got there because I helped create 
not just a company but an industry. So 
I know a capitalist when I see one, and 
I like them because they contribute 
and they create jobs. As I mentioned, 
33,000 people work for ADP today. I 
don’t know where they would have had 

jobs elsewhere, but they like their jobs 
in that company. 

When you disparage attempts to say 
we have a progressive system, that is 
what has made this country great. Peo-
ple pay their taxes based on their abil-
ity to pay and pay the lowest tax rate 
on a relative basis that we have seen in 
this country. Yes, there is more tax 
being paid because we have more peo-
ple earning more money. It was never 
dreamed that people would be worth 
$30 billion or $10 billion. 

One of the reasons I am worried 
about abolishing an inheritance tax is 
a guy leaves his heirs $30 billion, and 
the heirs have to do nothing but sit 
there, accumulate interest worth $1.5 
billion a year, and pretty soon they 
own a large part of America and you 
can’t take it away. 

When we describe people as having 
ulterior motives or being of lesser 
character than others, I think it is the 
wrong way to go. I don’t think it is a 
good example for people across Amer-
ica or children who might be inter-
ested. This is an honorable body and 
everyone on that side of the aisle or 
this side of the aisle I consider an hon-
orable person. 

Do we have differences? Absolutely. I 
think we have to tone down the rhet-
oric. I guess I have to tone down the 
decibels of my voice. 

Whether or not we feel sorry for the 
farmer, for the rancher, who when he 
or she sells their property has to pay a 
tax, then we ought to feel just as sorry 
for the guy who owns the hotdog stand 
on the boardwalk in Atlantic City who 
works and supports his family that 
way. What is the difference between 
the person who owns a retail store or 
the person who owns a farm? There 
isn’t any, in my view. That is my per-
spective, living in the most densely 
populated State in the Union.

I plead with my colleagues. I agree 
with Senator CONRAD. I think we have 
to make sure that Social Security is 
protected. My friends on the Repub-
lican side—and we all talk about PETE 
DOMENICI, Senator DOMENICI, affection-
ately, as well as respectfully. The fact 
is we differ with him, because I don’t 
see one thing in this Republican budget 
that says we are going to put 5 cents in 
Medicare. They say nothing about it. 
Wishful thinking. 

They will continue present levels of 
funding; OK. The fact of the matter is 
that doesn’t help protect Medicare in 
the years ahead. 

I will yield back the floor, much to 
the distress of the listening audience. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Before I yield back 
any time I have on the amendment, I 
want to say I hope I didn’t say any-
thing that prompted the Senator to 
worry about whether I was levying a 
personal attack on the Senator. I don’t 
believe I was. If I did, I apologize. 

Let me ask unanimous consent—and 
this has been cleared with Senator 
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LAUTENBERG—that the time on all 
amendments from this point on be re-
duced to 1 hour equally divided and the 
time on second-degree amendments be 
reduced to half an hour equally di-
vided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to Senator 
BOND who has been patiently waiting 
to give us the President’s budget so we 
can vote on it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 151 
(Purpose: To propose the President’s budget) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk, and I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 151.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. (The text of 
the amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize, but I want to take a break from 
the fascinating discussions, the dis-
sertations on autobiographical mate-
rials, and raise a new subject. I will 
talk about the budget. I apologize for 
making this major shift in the direc-
tion of the debate, but I am offering 
today the President’s budget. 

We offered this in the Budget Com-
mittee because a lot of people have 
been talking about the President’s 
budget. Unfortunately, nobody has of-
fered it here to date. I thought we 
ought to have an opportunity to dis-
cuss it. 

Some of our colleagues waxed very 
eloquent in the Budget Committee on 
the benefits of the President’s budget. 
Of course, people who know budgets 
know that they are just basically a 
bunch of numbers, but those numbers 
do have consequences. When people 
talk about how great the President’s 
budget is, when it comes time to vote 
on it, nobody seemed to want to do 
that in the Budget Committee, so I 
thought I would give all of our col-
leagues an opportunity to vote. 

As I look at the President’s budget 
plan, it reminds me of the so-called 
garbage boat, the garbage barge that 
floated in the Atlantic a few years ago. 
Everybody kept saying how important 
it was to get the garbage buried some-
place but nobody wanted the barge to 
land on their shores. A lot of our col-
leagues have talked about how impor-
tant and how wonderful the President’s 
plan is, but no one wants to take cus-
tody of it, nobody wants to take re-
sponsibility for it. 

I suggest that this substitute would 
be a great opportunity for somebody 
who wants to work from the principles 

and the ideas of the President’s plan to 
vote for it. Then we can move forward 
and work on it. 

Why do our friends on the other side 
keep running away from the Presi-
dent’s plan? The problem comes up 
when we move away from talking 
about general principles, platforms, 
and commitments and start talking 
about the details of the plan. I agree 
we ought to talk about principles, but 
principles are not enough. We have to 
get down to the point of talking about 
some plans, some numbers. 

In the Senate, we vote on a plan, not 
on some vague statements claiming to 
be principles. I am from Missouri and, 
of course, our motto is ‘‘Show Me.’’ 
Show me how these principles trans-
late into a budget. That is what this 
amendment is all about. This is put-
ting before the Senate the actual num-
bers that the President has set out to 
implement the details of his budget 
plan outlined to us and to the Nation 
just a month and a half ago. It is a vote 
on the specific plan proposed by the 
President. 

Now, let’s take a look at what the 
President’s plan does. This is just in 
summary, and there are a lot of things 
we can say about it. First and fore-
most, the President’s plan breaks the 
budget discipline we worked so hard to 
achieve, the spending caps we agreed to 
in the balanced budget amendment 
that helped get control over spending 
and produced a surplus. These caps 
would be shattered by the President’s 
plan. 

We would not have any surplus to be 
worrying about if we had not, under 
the leadership of our distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Senator DOMENICI, fought and fought 
and fought against plans that were ve-
toed, against objections from the other 
side, against every manner of obstacle, 
finally to get a plan in place which 
capped spending and produced a budg-
et, where we are reducing the deficits 
and moving toward a surplus in the fu-
ture. 

This has been stated by many observ-
ers as one of the reasons why there has 
been some strength in the economy, be-
cause after years of watching a totally 
undisciplined Federal spending ma-
chine raise the deficit and build on the 
debt of this Nation, we finally are get-
ting spending under control. 

We have had good monetary policy. 
Our fiscal policy has been a disaster. 
Under the leadership of Chairman 
DOMENICI, we have finally gotten a han-
dle on the fiscal policy. But the Presi-
dent’s budget plan proposes to spend 
$30 billion more than we agreed to in 
the balanced budget amendment. He 
breaks the cap. This is going back to 
the old spend and spend and spend pro-
posals that put us in the position where 
we have run up trillions of dollars of 
debt on our children’s and our grand-
children’s credit cards. 

I think it is very important that we 
focus on the budget caps. The plan goes 
against the principles we supposedly 
agreed to around here. I was very inter-
ested that, on February 28, the distin-
guished minority leader was being 
questioned by Cokie Roberts on the 
‘‘This Week’’ program. When asked if 
we should keep the caps, his response 
was, ‘‘Absolutely.’’ Cokie Roberts says, 
‘‘So you are against breaking the 
caps?’’ Senator DASCHLE says, ‘‘Abso-
lutely. I think we’ve got to live within 
those caps. We set them out. We all 
voted for them, agreed to them. We 
knew the ramifications when we did so. 
We know what kind of a surplus we are 
going to enjoy if we have them. I think 
we ought to stick with them.’’ 

Well, that is a strong statement of 
principle in favor of the caps. I agree 
with it. But that principle is violated 
by the budget plan submitted by the 
President. That is why I think we are 
going to see a significant number of 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
vote against the President’s plan, be-
cause the plan does not carry out the 
principles that he has so widely es-
poused and been so roundly cheered for 
espousing. 

Here is another principle from the 
President himself. This is from the 
State of the Union Message, January 
27, 1998. Within the first portion of the 
remarks, he said:

If we balance the budget for next year, it is 
projected we will have a sizable surplus in 
the years immediately after. What should we 
do with the projected surplus? I have a sim-
ple four word answer: save Social Security 
first. Tonight, I propose that we reserve 100 
percent of the surplus—that is, every penny 
of any surplus—until we have taken all the 
measures necessary to strengthen the Social 
Security system for the 21st century.

That was one time I was pleased to 
stand up and applaud the President, be-
cause I agreed with that principle. I 
agreed with the principle that we 
ought to take the money from the sur-
plus, the surpluses we are seeing now, 
and apply them against Social Secu-
rity. But what does the President’s 
plan do? The President’s plan, as out-
lined in the budget—you have heard 
about the devil being in the details. 
Man, that is an understatement when 
it comes to the President’s budget, be-
cause it is full of devils. You can imag-
ine what you call a place that is full of 
devils. There is a place named for that. 
That is what the President’s budget is. 
The President’s plan would spend a 
whopping $158 billion of the Social Se-
curity surplus on the President’s big 
spending schemes. 

Let me show you this chart. Here is 
an opportunity to take a look at the 
difference in the two plans. Here is the 
plan before us, Senator DOMENICI’s 
plan, ‘‘The Fate of the Social Secu-
rity.’’ It says here is the surplus. Here 
is the President’s plan. He says we can 
save this much, and then we want to 
invest some in equities. I believe Sen-
ator ASHCROFT addressed that equity 
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question. He wants to have the Federal 
Government investing in the stock 
market and taking control, poten-
tially, of companies through owner-
ship—a new form of nationalization, a 
national economic scheme that would 
make a central planner of the Marx or 
Lenin era salivate with anticipation. 
And then the President wants to spend 
$158 billion out of that surplus. That, 
Mr. President, is not saving the Social 
Security surplus for Social Security. 

These are some of the specifics of the 
plan. That is why we need an up-or-
down vote on the President’s plan, not 
on some vague statement by the Presi-
dent on the principles. That is why I 
have offered the plan. 

Let’s talk a little bit about Medicare. 
We have heard that the President does 
wonderful things about Medicare. Well, 
you know, I was very interested. I want 
to look at this because the President’s 
plan cuts about $9 billion out of Medi-
care for the next 5 years to pay for new 
spending programs. 

Mr. President, in my State, if you 
freeze hospital payments and you 
squeeze down on the money that the 
providers are getting, you are on the 
verge of doing something disastrous. 
Many of the small rural hospitals and 
rural health care providers in my State 
are at the point where they can no 
longer stay in business if the reim-
bursements are ratcheted down. The 
system has fatal flaws in it that need 
to be corrected. Throwing money at a 
fatally flawed system will not save it, 
and ratcheting it down further is going 
to wind up having small rural hospitals 
closed, having rural hospitals no longer 
able to take Medicare patients. It is 
going to wind up in denying Medicare 
to the people who most need it. 

If we are serious about Medicare re-
form—and I hope we all are—we had 
better go to work on the recommenda-
tions made by the bipartisan members 
of the Medicare Commission, led by our 
colleagues, Senators BREAUX and 
KERREY on the other side, with the ac-
tive leadership of Senators GRAMM and 
FRIST on our side, and others, because 
throwing money at Medicare is not 
going to save a system that is fatally 
flawed. 

I wish to clear away some of the 
chaff that has been thrown out in dis-
cussions about Medicare by citing a 
fellow who I believe is a rather credible 
observer, David Broder. On March 15, 
he wrote an article that appeared in 
the St. Louis Post Dispatch, talking 
about the fury of some of the Finance 
Committee members in the Senate. He 
explained it. He said:

The committee had just received prepared 
testimony saying in unusually blunt lan-
guage that Clinton, far from cracking the 
Medicare problem, may be making it worse. 
Dan Crippen, the director of CBO, said that 
by transferring $350 billion from the antici-
pated budget surpluses to the Medicare trust 
fund, the Clinton plan would ‘‘delay the date 
of insolvency.’’ 

But the transfer would do nothing to ad-
dress the underlying problem: ‘‘Rapid growth 
in spending for Medicare. . .will still out-
strip anticipated revenues.’’

Listen to what Broder said:
The prescription drug benefits Clinton 

touted (but left out of his budget because he 
has no way to pay for them) ‘‘would be pop-
ular with beneficiaries,’’ Crippen said, ‘‘but 
the additional program costs would be 
large.’’

Broder goes on to opine:
By raising expectations, Clinton has made 

the Medicare problem worse. 
David M. Walker, the head of GAO, was 

even more biting. By proposing a large-scale 
shift of general revenues to a program now 
largely financed by payroll taxes, Walker 
said, the Clinton proposal ‘‘could serve to 
undermine the remaining fiscal discipline as-
sociated with a self-financing trust fund con-
cept.’’ 

Meantime, he said, ‘‘it has no effect on the 
current and projected cash-flow deficits’’ in 
Medicare and ‘‘would not provide any new 
money to pay for medical services.’’ The 
Clinton program, he said, ‘‘does not include 
any meaningful program reform that would 
slow spending growth . . . At the same time, 
it could strengthen pressure to expand Medi-
care benefits in a program that is fundamen-
tally unsustainable in its present form.’’

There you have it. You have the 
President’s budget plan, which is 
smoke and mirrors as far as Medicare 
goes. We have had the testimony before 
the Budget Committee from the Direc-
tor of CBO and the Director of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. It does nothing 
for Medicare. It provides some transfer 
of trust fund balances and shifts money 
back and forth with funny accounting. 
It gives new life to that old meaning 
that, ‘‘I’m from the Federal Govern-
ment, trust me. I am going to shuffle 
notes around and claim that we have 
solved some problems.’’ 

The Clinton plan puts more IOUs into 
Social Security that will increase the 
debt held by the public. It is likely 
that the plan that he has presented 
will actually increase the debt that my 
son and the children and grandchildren 
of this country will have to carry for 
the rest of their lives. By raising the 
debt, it does nothing to save Social Se-
curity; it just increases the burden. Oh, 
yes. And taxes. At a time when we are 
looking at surpluses, he increases taxes 
so there will be more money to spend. 
This is a real plan. These are not prin-
ciples. This is what his plan does. If 
there are some in this body who think 
that the President outlined the right 
way to go, I would say show me. Show 
me your support for it. Here is what it 
does. Show me if you are willing to 
vote for it. 

Mr. President, I don’t know a lot of 
our colleagues who want to endorse a 
plan like that. I certainly wouldn’t. 
But I appreciate the opportunity to 
give them the chance to speak up for 
the President’s plan. 

I thank the Chair. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? Does the Senator intend 
to use the remainder of his time? 

Mr. BOND. I would be happy to yield 
to any of my colleagues, or turn the 
time over to our distinguished chair-
man to allocate to such colleagues if 
they wish to speak on related areas. I 
would be happy to have the chairman 
of the committee allocate the time to 
any of our colleagues. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have 14 minutes 
under the agreement on first-degree 
amendments. How much time would 
the Senator like? The Senator can have 
14 minutes. There is still time on the 
bill. 

Ms. SNOWE. No. Actually less, I say 
to the chairman. Mr. President, I want 
to speak on one facet of this issue, and 
I will speak again later. I thank the 
chairman. I appreciate his yielding me 
this time. 

I had intended to address the entire 
issue of the budget resolution as a 
member of the Budget Committee, be-
cause I think this was an extraordinary 
process in the Budget Committee. I 
want to commend the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI, 
for doing an outstanding job, and for 
his exceptional leadership in balancing 
the many issues that came before the 
Budget Committee in crafting a budget 
that strengthens and improves some 
areas of the budget, preserves the So-
cial Security surplus, and also address-
es an issue that the debate is now ap-
parently focusing on, and that is, of 
course, the issue of Medicare. 

The reason I decided to take to the 
floor at this time is because I thought 
it was important to talk about the 
issue of the Medicare prescription drug 
benefit in the budget resolution. First 
of all, I was somewhat surprised to 
hear the tenor of the debate that has 
occurred on the floor with respect to a 
particular provision—the reserve fund 
for the Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit program that is included in the 
budget resolution. 

I should point out that it was the re-
serve fund that will provide for the as-
surance and the guarantee that if we 
get a Medicare reform package, we will 
also be able to fund a prescription drug 
benefit program. Thanks to the chair-
man of the Budget Committee, who 
was willing to agree to use the 
onbudget surpluses as a way to pre-
serve the prescription drug benefit pro-
gram. I had offered an amendment in 
the committee that provided for a re-
serve fund for the prescription drug 
benefit program so that we would not 
have to have the 60-vote hurdle on the 
floor of the Senate in order to provide 
funding for that program. The very 
fact that we have a reserve fund in this 
current budget resolution allows for a 
prescription drug benefit program and 
gives all the more certainty that is 
going to occur. 
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We include language that that pre-

scription drug benefit program is also 
contingent on a reform package that 
would advance the solvency of the 
Medicare program. I think we all agree 
that is of necessity, given the fact that 
the Part A program is going to go 
bankrupt by the year 2008. Given the 
fact that we now have a reserve fund 
for the prescription drug benefit pro-
gram in this budget resolution, I think 
it will give confidence and will serve as 
a catalyst for reform of the Medicare 
program. 

But what is also important here in 
this debate this evening—that is why I 
decided to take to the floor tonight at 
this time, I say to my colleagues and 
to the Senator from Oregon, Senator 
WYDEN—is to restore some bipartisan-
ship and stability to this debate on this 
particular issue. The fact is my amend-
ment which created the reserve fund 
for the prescription drug benefit pro-
gram and Medicare garnered the sup-
port of all of the Democrats and all of 
the Republicans on the committee. It 
received a bipartisan vote of 21 to 1 in 
the Budget Committee—almost unani-
mous support for this provision. It re-
ceived bipartisan support for this new 
Medicare prescription drug benefit, if 
legislation that reforms the Medicare 
program is reported out of the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

Crafting that reserve fund ensures 
that there will be a prescription drug 
benefit program of some kind using the 
onbudget surpluses. 

But what is important here this 
evening is to underscore the fact that 
it received overwhelming bipartisan 
support in the committee, because we 
recognize that there is a glaring need 
for prescription drug coverage in the 
Medicare package in the Medicare ben-
efit program. Senator WYDEN and I will 
be working with senior citizens groups 
and health care experts over the com-
ing weeks to develop bipartisan legisla-
tion to try to see what we can do to en-
sure that coverage is provided. But cur-
rently it is important for Members to 
understand that there is a reserve fund 
in this budget resolution for that very 
purpose. 

I am somewhat surprised to hear the 
statements that have been made here 
on the floor of the Senate suggesting 
that somehow there is no coverage for 
a prescription drug program, that there 
is no way that there is any money for 
Medicare or the drug benefit program 
when nothing could be further from the 
truth. The fact is that was one of the 
issues in the Budget Committee that 
received overwhelming bipartisan sup-
port. That is the way we want to keep 
it. Senator WYDEN and I will be work-
ing to do just that, because we know 
that it is absolutely imperative that 
we provide this benefit to the senior 
citizens of this country. 

Medicare currently does not provide 
that benefit. Yet, 12 percent of the el-

derly in this country are the ones who 
spend more than a third of all of the 
costs of prescription drugs in this 
country. So, therefore, we need to pro-
vide some kind of comprehensive pack-
age and benefit program for our senior 
citizens on how we do that. We plan to 
work on it over the weeks and months 
ahead. 

But I do think it is important for 
Members to realize that there is a re-
serve fund for this purpose in this 
budget. It is not IOUs, as in the Presi-
dent’s plan, I might add. In fact, as 
part of my amendment, it prohibits the 
transfer of these IOUs to the Medicare 
trust fund as proposed by the Presi-
dent. So they can’t allow a transfer. 
That is an artificial benefit to the 
Medicare program. It doesn’t essen-
tially do anything to the Medicare pro-
gram. I think we all recognize that. 
And, therefore, there is a prohibition 
against the transfer of IOUs to the 
trust fund, because it is not going to do 
anything to enhance the solvency of 
the Medicare trust fund. In fact, to the 
contrary. 

We are going to try to do everything 
that we can, not only to use the 
onbudget surpluses, but any other addi-
tional funding that could be available 
to ensure that there will be permanent 
funding of the prescription drug benefit 
program in the future. We think it is 
absolutely essential. We think it is a 
priority. That is why it is in this budg-
et resolution. And thanks to the lead-
ership of the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, it happens to be there. 

I hope Members will in no way deni-
grate what is in the committee resolu-
tion, because, if this provision wasn’t 
in the budget resolution, we would 
have no way of assuring that there 
would be funding of the prescription 
drug benefit program that we addressed 
in the Medicare reform in this session 
of the Congress. 

Mr. President, I hope that we under-
stand exactly what is in this budget 
resolution. 

I hope we do not make this a partisan 
debate. Many of us have worked across 
the aisle to ensure that we maintain 
bipartisanship when it comes to the re-
forming of the Medicare program. We 
hope we can preserve that approach. 
We will continue to do everything that 
we can to ensure that is the case. That 
is why I am pleased to have been able 
to work with Senator WYDEN to see 
how we can further develop initiatives 
to ensure that prescription drug ben-
efit program does get funded in this 
budget and in this reform effort of the 
Medicare program in the future. 

I want to make sure Members under-
stand. If this reserve fund was not in 
the budget resolution, which was sup-
ported on a bipartisan basis, there 
would be absolutely nothing for pre-
scription drugs. Because the President 
did not provide anything for prescrip-
tion drugs. There was not one penny 

that was provided for, as far as this 
benefit is concerned, in his budget; not 
even a plan. So there was no mecha-
nism and this reserve fund establishes 
this mechanism. It was supported by 
almost everybody on the Senate Budg-
et Committee. 

Now I will be pleased to yield to my 
colleague from Oregon, Senator 
WYDEN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Maine. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WYDEN. I will be happy to yield 
to the chairman. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

know everyone is wondering when we 
are going to vote. I ask unanimous con-
sent we will start rollcall votes at 8 
o’clock and we will have at that time 
stacked—you can write this up for me 
in more eloquent language if it needs 
it—Ashcroft, Conrad, Bond, and I as-
sume it is Wellstone-Johnson or John-
son-Wellstone, and if we have time we 
will call Senator SPECTER down before 
that and have that one. Those will be 
at least the four that will be stacked 
and we will see what happens after 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is it the inten-
tion of the chairman that we have 
these votes consolidated, the first one 
maybe the regular 15, and then 10-
minute votes after that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think what I ought 
to do is let that sink in around here 
first before we see if anyone would 
really complain to a shortened time-
frame. 

I thank Senator WYDEN for yielding 
to me. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
yield up to 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion to our colleague from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Jersey for giving 
me this time, and also, before he 
leaves, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI. Since I have 
been here, both Senator LAUTENBERG 
and Senator DOMENICI have worked 
very closely with me on a special pas-
sion I have in terms of public service, 
which is health care. I thank them for 
all their assistance. 

Let me also say to the Senator from 
Maine, I am so glad she has been will-
ing to put in all this time on this issue 
because it seems to me, colleagues, 
that after the Medicare Commission it 
is especially important that the Senate 
demonstrate that it is possible to take 
on this Medicare issue in a bipartisan 
fashion. The reserve fund that Senator 
SNOWE and I have developed, that will 
be perfected tomorrow, is going to 
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allow for a significant step forward in 
Medicare reform. It is an addition to 
the Medicare program that is so impor-
tant to the vulnerable elderly, but also 
will ensure it is responsibly financed. 

Suffice it to say, the legislation Sen-
ator SNOWE and I have pursued is not 
going to be seen as perfection to par-
tisans on either side. But I will tell you 
the seniors that we represent, and 
there are more than 20 percent of them 
who spend over $1,000 a year out of 
pocket on their prescription medicine, 
they are going to say this legislation is 
a significant step forward. 

We have millions of older people in 
this country who are walking on an 
economic tightrope. They are bal-
ancing their food costs against their 
medical bills and their medical bills 
against their housing expenses. They 
do not want to see the Senate spend its 
time bickering about Medicare reform. 
They want to see, as Senator SNOWE 
has just said, the Senate get serious 
about real reform as we have tried to 
do with the overwhelming vote that we 
got in the Budget Committee on the 
question of prescription drugs. 

I think it is well understood we are 
literally on the cusp of a pharma-
ceutical revolution today. A lot of the 
therapies and the drugs and devices 
today constitute perhaps the very best 
health care preventive program we 
could have in our country, because 
what they do is prevent unnecessary 
hospitalizations. They keep older folks 
out of these acute care facilities. 

I say to the Senate today, if we can 
take the first step, the first step in the 
next couple of days, with this break-
through in Medicare in terms of cov-
ering pharmaceutical services, I think 
it will also constitute a breakthrough 
in terms of preventive health care, be-
cause I believe a lot of these new medi-
cines can prevent hospitalizations and 
costly institutional care. 

As the Senator from Maine has indi-
cated, the heart of our bipartisan pro-
posal is to stipulate that a portion of 
the onbudget surplus could be used to 
meet the needs of vulnerable older peo-
ple. I will also say I think as the Sen-
ate Finance Committee goes forward 
with this issue—because, of course, it 
will be their job to actually craft a 
number of the details of this legisla-
tion—it will be possible for the Senate 
Finance Committee to look at a vari-
ety of ways to fund this important 
breakthrough in Medicare reform. But 
the bottom line is they will have some 
options in looking at this issue be-
cause, as part of the budget process, we 
will have set out a general outline, the 
overall parameters of what really 
would be after the Medicare Reform 
Commission has reported—and we have 
seen the frustrations that surround it. 
We can then say to the country we at 
least have made the beginnings of real 
Medicare reform, responsibly financed. 

I will also say I think as we go for-
ward we ought to make some tough 

choices with respect to this drug ben-
efit. Perhaps not all of our colleagues 
agree, but I happen to think the Senate 
should not say that Lee Iacocca ought 
to have access to the same kind of pre-
scription benefit as would an elderly 
woman, a 78-year-old who has Alz-
heimer’s, an income of $13,000 a year, 
and a prescription drug bill out of 
pocket of $2,000. I do not think we 
ought to treat those two the same. But 
that is an issue we can talk about as 
this legislation goes forward. 

I indicated I would be brief. I want to 
wrap up by thanking our colleague 
from Maine, Senator SNOWE. She and I 
have been active in these senior issues 
since our days in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I want to tell her I think 
it is especially helpful that she has 
been willing to come forward and lead 
this kind of bipartisan effort after the 
frustrations of the Medicare Commis-
sion so we can show the country we are 
at least making a beginning. 

I know a number of our other col-
leagues care greatly about this issue. 
Senator KENNEDY from Massachusetts 
has been a leader in this effort to ex-
tend prescription drug coverage as 
well. He and I both feel strongly that 
the key to getting started with this 
issue is to use a portion of the 
onbudget surplus to make sure seniors, 
vulnerable seniors, will have access to 
this benefit. 

I think there is a reason that the 
Senate Budget Committee voted 21 to 
1, I believe, for this benefit. We are 
going to refine it in the next day or so, 
but I think we are showing the country 
we can expand coverage for the vulner-
able and do it in a responsible way. I 
hope our colleagues will support our ef-
fort in the next day or so as we move 
to a final vote on that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may I 

have 2 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 

to congratulate our friends and col-
leagues from Maine and from Oregon 
for their focus on the issue of prescrip-
tion drugs. I look forward to the pro-
posal that we are going to have tomor-
row. 

I am looking through the reserve 
fund language now. There are a number 
of constraints on the reserve fund. For 
example, before that reserve fund can 
be triggered, there has to be the guar-
antee that there is going to be finan-
cial solvency for Medicare from any-
where from 9 to 12 years, without any 
revenues from the President’s program 
or other sources. 

I wonder how we could possibly meet 
that requirement without having dra-
matic and significant cuts in the Medi-
care program. I welcome the oppor-
tunity to have a reserve fund that can 
really do the job on this issue. I wel-
come the chance to work with our col-

leagues to make sure that it is done. 
Hopefully, we can do it in a way that is 
going to be meaningful, because we do 
not want to represent that we are mak-
ing significant progress in the area of 
expanding access to prescription drugs 
without really doing so. 

I know the Senators from Maine and 
Oregon are really interested in the sub-
stance of it. I know they want to do the 
right thing. The current proposal is un-
acceptable, but I look forward to sup-
porting efforts to make sure that we 
get a substantial downpayment to pro-
vide prescription drugs in Medicare 
this year. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
want to respond to the amendment 
which was offered by the Senator from 
Missouri, who had essentially pre-
sented President Clinton’s budget rec-
ommendations to us. I want to make 
note of a couple of things. 

While I support the direction of the 
President’s budget, I am going to op-
pose this amendment, because I believe 
it isn’t a serious attempt to enact the 
President’s plan. Rather, I see it as a 
transparent political gimmick that has 
been reviewed in our committee and 
voted upon. Democrats, like Repub-
licans, voted against the budget. That 
does not mean we are against the gen-
eral theme or the thrust of the Presi-
dent’s budget. There are things in the 
budget that we want to examine spe-
cifically. 

Frankly, I think it is pretty obvious 
that it is designed to discredit the 
President’s budget. It dismisses the 
contribution to Medicare that we have 
established in some of the amendments 
we tried to offer in the Budget Com-
mittee discussions on the budget reso-
lution. 

What I heard said was that if we are 
serious about reform, then we ought to 
get on with it. The fact that we are 
going to increase the longevity of 
Medicare from 2008 to 2020, a period of 
12 years, is dismissed as casual, trite—
‘‘chaff’’ was the word that was used—as 
not being serious. On the other hand, 
what I heard the Senator say is that he 
was looking at reform. He thought 
there was a good program that was pro-
posed there, a proposal that would take 
higher deductibles, higher co-pays, per-
haps reducing some of the hospital 
availability. 

That sounded like what the Senator 
was proposing in terms of his view of 
what we had to do with Medicare, that 
his reform was designed to, other than 
adding financial stability to it, to do 
these other things. 

Well, maybe he wants to discuss the 
Medicare reform this evening, because 
it looks like, in its present condition, 
some of the changes in the program 
would be fairly painful to the Medicare 
beneficiaries. 
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One of the things I do not think I 

made clear in my remarks before, when 
I responded to the challenge to capital-
ists, one of the things that causes me 
to want to pay my share, whatever 
that fair share is, to support the pro-
grams that this country offers, like 
health care through Medicare, like a 
chance at an education, like a chance 
at a job, like a chance to bring children 
up in a safe environment—that is why 
we have our police program adding 
100,000 policemen to the streets of our 
cities—like adding teachers, like re-
ducing class size, I want to live in that 
kind of a country. I want to live in the 
kind of a country that says people who 
are in the middle, people who are hard-
working, people of modest income, peo-
ple are not looking at this society and 
saying: Wow, it is really unfair; those 
guys, those people at the top, get ev-
erything, and we are left with the 
dregs. 

Not so. That is why this country, de-
spite its growth, its absorption of dif-
ferent cultures and ethnicities, is able 
to get on so relatively peacefully. Why? 
It is because people believe they have a 
chance at success. That is the way I 
want to do it. I want to make my con-
tribution. It is made by way of taxes. It 
is made by way of other things that 
many of us do, whether it is philan-
thropic activity or otherwise. 

I want to do it, because I want to do 
it for my children. I do not want them 
to live in a society where everybody is 
so angry that they want to take it out 
on my family and other families. We 
have enough of that violence on our 
streets and in our communities. I want 
to get rid of that. 

You either pay or you hire security 
guards or you make sure your burglar 
alarm is on every minute of the day 
and night. That is the condition we 
have arrived at. 

I see a lessening of that. I see a less-
ening, very frankly, of the racial dis-
trust that exists. It is not perfect by a 
longshot. That is what I see as Amer-
ica. 

I am happy to say that if you make 
$800,000, you pay and you don’t get a 
$20,000 rebate. I want to trust this Gov-
ernment that those of us here have a 
share of running and say, OK, we will 
watch you; we will watch the way you 
spend the money and so forth. But I do 
not see the kinds of result that others 
talk about here at times, throwing 
your money to the Government where 
they put it down the drain, where they 
squander it on things, where they just 
disregard the importance of the re-
source. I don’t see it. 

What I see is that this is a trick tac-
tic. This presentation of the Presi-
dent’s budget is designed to embarrass 
Democrats, and the majority is pro-
posing an amendment that they intend 
to oppose. This is an amendment that 
is being offered that is going to be op-
posed by the offerer. That should make 

it clear enough that this is political hi-
jinks and not a serious amendment. 

We should not spend our time debat-
ing every dot and comma in the Presi-
dent’s budget, because every one of us 
can find something to criticize in that 
budget. Republicans have the luxury of 
not presenting a budget that goes into 
the same level of detail as the Presi-
dent’s budget. Their budget, the Repub-
lican budget, is a rough outline, and 
that is what we should be debating 
here—basic principles, broad outlines 
of the budget. I think it is clear that 
there is broad Democratic support for 
the framework in the President’s budg-
et. 

The President wants to reserve 77 
percent of projected surpluses to re-
duce debt, save for Social Security and 
Medicare, and I think that is the right 
approach for our future. But the Bond 
amendment is not asking us to support 
the general approach of the President’s 
budget. It is asking us to support the 
entire budget, that presumably means 
that every single item in that budget is 
satisfactory. 

Mr. President, if I can lift it, I want 
you to take a look at the President’s 
budget. This is the size of the Presi-
dent’s budget. It has 1,291 pages, and 
that is what we are being asked to ap-
prove tonight in this gimmicky amend-
ment that we are looking at. 

I think the public sees through this. 
Certainly Senators see through it, even 
some of those who are on the side of 
the proposers. I ask if any Senator 
wants to endorse every single number 
in this volume. I doubt it. 

I turn to page 105 of the budget. It 
says that we should provide $400 mil-
lion for the Dairy Recourse Loan Pro-
gram. There might be some in here who 
like that program, but I bet you that 
the majority are not going to like it, 
and I am not sure we should be endors-
ing that specific kind of a figure here 
today. 

There are literally thousands of 
other very specific numbers in this 
budget, and nobody here is fully famil-
iar with it. Nobody is going to agree to 
all of these numbers and these conclu-
sions. But that does not mean we are 
repudiating the general theme of the 
President’s budget, and no one should 
be confused about that. 

I am going to ask my Democratic 
colleagues to join me, and all those 
who want to make sense out of what we 
are doing here and want to be serious, 
to vote against this amendment be-
cause it is, again, designed, I think, to 
be hijinks, tricks, gimmicks. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWNBACK). The Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, does 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
desire to ask the Senate something? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I have an amendment that Senator 

SARBANES and I wish to offer. It will 
take but a few minutes, if we can do 
that. I think it will be accepted by 
both sides. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have agreed that 
we are going to vote at 8 o’clock. We 
have another amendment to take up. I 
hope you will not take too long. Do 
you think you can do it in 2 minutes? 

Mr. SARBANES. Two each? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Two each, that 

makes 4. Go ahead. 
AMENDMENT NO. 152 

(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Senate 
on providing adequate foreign affairs fund-
ing)

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH], for 

himself and Mr. SARBANES, proposes an 
amendment numbered 152.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section and number it ac-
cordingly: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PROVIDING 

ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR U.S. 
INTERNATIONAL LEADERSHIP. 

(a) FUNDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) U.S. international leadership is essen-

tial to maintaining security and peace for all 
Americans; 

(2) such leadership depends on effective di-
plomacy as well as a strong military; 

(3) effective diplomacy requires adequate 
resources both for embassy security and for 
international programs; 

(4) in addition to building peace, prosperity 
and democracy around the world, programs 
in the International Affairs (150) account 
serve U.S. interests by ensuring better jobs 
and a higher standard of living, promoting 
the health of our citizens and preserving our 
natural environment, and protecting the 
rights and safety of those who travel or do 
business overseas; 

(5) real spending for International Affairs 
has declined more than 50 percent since the 
mid-1980s, at the same time that major new 
challenges and opportunities have arisen 
from the disintegration of the Soviet Union 
and the worldwide trends toward democracy 
and free markets; 

(6) current ceilings on discretionary spend-
ing will impose severe additional cuts in 
funding for International Affairs; and 

(7) improved security for U.S. diplomatic 
missions and personnel will place further 
strain on the International Affairs budget 
absent significant additional resources. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that additional budgetary re-
sources should be identified for function 150 
to enable successful U.S. international lead-
ership. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
my friend from Maryland and I rise 
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today to offer a sense of the Senate out 
of the concern for the 150 account out 
of the U.S. budget. It is an account 
that funds our efforts abroad, our for-
eign relations. 

As we speak this evening, bombs are 
falling on Serbia. I simply note that 
there are a lot of bombs falling in the 
world today. It seems like more all the 
time. Yet, since the mid-1980s, our for-
eign affairs budget has fallen by 50 per-
cent. 

I supported the President last night. 
It was a difficult decision. We are pick-
ing among bad options, but, frankly, a 
good option for us is to wage more 
peace, a little less war. It seems to me 
we ought to find a way to limit within 
the caps but recognize the value to this 
country of waging peace through diplo-
macy. 

Senator SARBANES and I have held 
hearings, at the instruction of the 
chairman, on the 150 account in the 
last Congress and share a concern 
about the direction of the 150 account 
and stand together today to offer this 
and hope that the Senate can find the 
resources to do better by our efforts at 
waging peace. 

I turn to my colleague from Mary-
land, Senator SARBANES, and yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
thank the able Senator from Oregon 
for joining in this initiative. This is an 
effort to focus attention on the need to 
provide adequate funding for Inter-
national Affairs, the so-called 150 ac-
count, which is essential for maintain-
ing our security and building peace. 
U.S. international leadership requires 
effective diplomacy, which is in many 
ways our first line of defense. If we do 
it effectively, we do not have to resort 
to using our military strength. 

I want to make it very clear that the 
chairman of the Budget Committee has 
been sensitive to this problem. We ap-
preciate the constraints within which 
the committee has had to work, and in 
the past the chairman has been respon-
sive to our concern. 

Secretary Albright, of course, has 
just made some very strong statements 
about how pressed and handicapped she 
feels by the funding levels proposed in 
this budget. This amendment is an ef-
fort to show that the Members of this 
body recognize the importance of pro-
viding the necessary resources for the 
conduct of U.S. diplomacy, and our in-
tention, as we move through this budg-
et process, to find additional funds 
with which to address the programs in 
the 150 account. 

We have an urgent and sustained re-
quirement to provide for upgrades in 
embassy security. We do not want to 
take that out of the other inter-
national programs, because that ac-
count is already at rock bottom—in-
deed, below rock bottom. 

Mr. President, recently I received a 
letter from the Coalition for American 
Leadership Abroad, which stated in 
part:

We are deeply concerned that over the last 
decade our institutions, programs, and the 
necessary resources to support diplomacy, 
America’s front line in today’s world, have 
been seriously impacted by budget cuts. Our 
organization, the Coalition for American 
Leadership Abroad (COLEAD), a nonpartisan 
coalition of 37 non-profit foreign affairs or-
ganizations, seeks to support and strengthen 
American engagement in world affairs. We 
believe that we should not withdraw from 
the world and that American leadership in 
world affairs is not only vital for our na-
tional interests and security but also to 
build a better world community. We should 
not turn our backs on the 95% of mankind 
beyond our borders. 

U.S. funding for our diplomatic effort, in 
its many forms, has decreased by some 50% 
in real terms over the past dozen years. We 
are especially concerned about the projected 
downward trend in the foreign affairs budget 
for the next three years. Thus, we need to re-
store a rational sense of balance and propor-
tion to our funding allocations for programs 
that preserve and protect our interests 
abroad. Effective American diplomatic lead-
ership cannot exist without resources. We 
strongly believe that the time has come to 
examine American interests and programs in 
order to develop a broad bi-partisan con-
sensus which would gain public and leader-
ship support. We need to develop a better and 
wider consensus about how best to support 
these efforts in terms of institutions and re-
sources. Our goal should start and end with 
a stronger America abroad, rather than a 
weaker nation in world affairs. 

Mr. President, hopefully, as we work 
through this budget process over the 
coming weeks and months, we will be 
able to find a way to respond to the 
challenges that we are facing with re-
spect to the various programs and poli-
cies that are contained in the 150 ac-
count. 

As Secretary Albright has pointed 
out, there is a clear and present danger 
to American safety, prosperity, and 
values if we do not adequately address 
the resource question. 

I am very hopeful that we will be 
able to come to grips with this in a re-
alistic way, and I appreciate the initia-
tive of my distinguished colleague 
from Oregon in this regard. This is sim-
ply a call to begin confronting this 
problem as we move down the budget 
path. I am pleased to join in support of 
this amendment. 

Finally, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that an article by Robert 
Oakley be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, March 16, 1999] 

NICKELS AND DIMES FOR THE STATE 
DEPARTMENT 

(By Robert Oakley) 
There is an urgent need for the president, 

the Office of Management and Budget, the 
State Department and Congress to increase 
funding for the newly reorganized foreign 
policy establishment. This need starts with 

the unbudgeted security improvements of 
some $10 billion identified by the Crowe Re-
port but does not stop there. As it is, a large 
part of the additional—but inadequate—
funding already requested for security will 
come at the expense of substantive personnel 
and operations, which are already hurting 
badly. This is directly contrary on Adm. 
Crowe’s warning that ‘‘additional funds for 
security must be obtained without diverting 
funds from our major foreign affairs pro-
grams.’’

In the immediate aftermath of the African 
embassy bombings, the State Department 
consulted with OMB and agreed upon an FY 
1999 emergency supplemental request of $1.4 
billion for immediate security needs in 
Nairobi, Dar es Salaam and worldwide, in-
cluding more than $250 million for additional 
security personnel. For FY 2000, OMB has ap-
proved the request of an additional one-time 
security increase for the State Department 
of $3 billion, using the gimmick of an ad-
vance appropriation ‘‘borrowed’’ from FY 
2001–2005. This is far below what Adm. Crowe 
recommended. Moreover, this approach is al-
most certain to damage seriously through 
FY 2005 the continuing substantive oper-
ations of the reorganized State Department 
(including the U.S. Information Agency, the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and 
the Agency for International Development), 
given the ceilings currently stipulated by 
OMB and the balanced-budget act. 

One has heard and read a great deal during 
the past year about serious problems of read-
iness, morale, retention and recruitment of 
the top-flight men and women of our armed 
forces. Action has been taken to correct 
these problems. We have also heard about ac-
cumulated difficulties affecting our intel-
ligence agencies. Here, again, major in-
creases in funding have been provided to as-
sist the CIA. No such action has been taken, 
and none appears envisaged for the foreign 
affairs agencies, although we are in a period 
of relative peace rather than under the 
threat of the Cold War. The last assignment 
cycle of the Department of State had 3,300 
vacant positions but only 2,700 people to fill 
them. 

There is no question that our military and 
intelligence personnel and operations have 
been seriously stressed by the large number 
of unexpected crises over the past decade 
(Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, Sierra 
Leone, Congo, etc.), yet deployments of mili-
tary forces have been matched by the need 
for additional civilian personnel in equal or 
greater proportion. Conflict, prevention, 
containment and resolution require civilian 
personnel from the State Department, USIA 
and AID. They not only manage their own, 
new programs but also assist the United 
States and other military forces and inter-
national and non-governmental organiza-
tions to take the comprehensive approach re-
quired for success.

This involves much more than important 
negotiations by experienced diplomats such 
as Dick Holbrooke, Chris Hill and their 
teams. It also means humanitarian assist-
ance, monitoring of human rights, pro-
motion of democracy, processing of refugees 
and controlling displaced persons outside 
this country, and rehabilitation of economic, 
political and security institutions. 

Aside from the crises and conflict-related 
civilian activities, there have also been in-
creased requirements to promote U.S. busi-
ness interests in the era of globalization, 
protect U.S. citizens, generate cooperation 
by other governments in preventing the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction 
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and confronting narcotics, terrorism and or-
ganized crime, and deal with pollution and 
disease before they threaten the United 
States. Much of this is mandated by Con-
gress. All of this is important for U.S. na-
tional interests. 

Prominent senior statesmen have recently 
completed two major studies of the State De-
partment and the conduct of foreign affairs 
for the Stimson Center and the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies. They 
identify major shortcomings and call for 
major improvements in our civilian foreign 
affairs agencies. This will require substan-
tial additional funding, yet the trend has 
been and apparently will continue to be the 
other way. The security problem highlighted 
by Adm. Crowe’s report, his followup letter 
and public comments is only part of this 
growing problem. 

Some say that OMB and Congress are not 
really interested in more money for foreign 
affairs because the matter does not have the 
domestic political appeal and support that 
our military and intelligence establishments 
enjoy. Let us hope that this is not the case. 
It is very doubtful that the large numbers of 
American people who travel or have business 
interests abroad, or who worry about the 
global economy and the global environment, 
feel this way. They would understand and 
support an increase for combined State De-
partment operations and security. The 
amount needed is small compared with in-
creases for the Defense Department. The 
State Department must fight harder in re-
questing what it really needs, and the presi-
dent must reinforce the request so that Con-
gress will be able to debate and decide upon 
what to approve. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment (Amend-
ment # 152) being introduced today by 
the Senators from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] 
and Maryland [Mr. SARBANES]. 

This amendment expresses the Sense 
of the Senate that the resources identi-
fied in the underlying budget resolu-
tion for Function 150 (International Af-
fairs) be sufficient to enable successful 
U.S. international leadership. 

Mr. President, this is an enormously 
important amendment that comes at a 
critical time. Function 150 encom-
passes the majority of our inter-
national programs including the oper-
ating budget of the Department of 
State. Representing barely one percent 
of our entire federal budget, our invest-
ment in Function 150 is the American 
investment in our national security. 

The post-Cold War era has brought 
with it new challenges and new respon-
sibilities for the world’s only remain-
ing superpower. Yet real spending for 
International Affairs has declined more 
than 50 percent since the mid-1980s. 

Mr. President, national security can 
not be viewed solely through a defense 
lens, but also must comprise all the 
critical preventative measures offered 
through an active foreign affairs pro-
gram. This means continuing to be ac-
tive in fighting the spread of disease 
and drugs, providing adequate nutri-
tion for children and families, and pur-
suing U.S. goals in arms reduction. I 
also believe we should continue to 
make appropriate contributions to the 
multilateral institutions, in particular 

the United Nations, on which the 
United States relies. 

In short, Mr. President, only through 
committed support to both diplomacy 
and defense can we utilize all the tools 
available to us to protect our national 
security and advance our overseas in-
terests. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No objection. 
Mr. President, I just say that I com-

mend both the Senator from Oregon 
and the Senator from Maryland for of-
fering this. I think that it is appro-
priate that we, as we assert our mili-
tary might into the world arena, try to 
establish the fact that we obey and 
want to see the rule of law observed, 
and yet we do not always pay our bills 
as we should. I think that is kind of a 
contrary action to be taking. So I 
know the chairman is going to agree 
with me. 

As I see members of our committee, I 
say to Senator DOMENICI, I see people 
who are thoughtful and working hard, 
regardless of which side of the aisle. We 
can get argumentative at times, but I 
am proud to work with the members of 
the Budget Committee. I am particu-
larly, obviously, impressed with the 
work that is done by my colleagues on 
my side, but that does not mean that I 
am not equally as impressed with what 
happens with colleagues on the other 
side. It is just that we disagree on some 
things. 

So I wanted to make that statement. 
Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection 

to the resolution. I hope that we can 
find the resources that are alluded to. 
I do not think there should be any false 
hope. It will be very difficult, unless 
they somehow or other decide to do 
something completely different from 
this budget. I regret that we had to es-
tablish priorities. 

But I have great empathy. Since we 
live in this very tumultuous world, we 
do want our foreign policy to be funded 
as well as possible. We will work to-
gether and, hopefully, you will succeed. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 152) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

are going to go on to the next amend-
ment, which I understand is an amend-
ment regarding veterans. But I just 
want to take 3 or 4 minutes and talk 
about the President’s budget. I note 
my good friend, Senator LAUTENBERG, 
was talking about Senators should not 
use words like ‘‘embezzlement’’ and 
that kind of thing to describe other 
people’s motives. I do not think he 
should use the word ‘‘gimmick’’ either. 

He called this proposal a gimmick. It is 
no gimmick at all. 

In the committee, we just adopted 
the President’s budget by a sense of the 
Senate. In this one, they actually pre-
pared a budget that looks like our kind 
of budget; that is, the President’s budg-
et. It took a lot of time. We used the 
Congressional Budget Office, and it is 
right. If you want the President’s budg-
et, in a broad sense, you vote aye on 
the Bond amendment. 

Frankly, it is difficult for me to see 
those who have been praising the Presi-
dent with reference to two very, very 
important things—Social Security and 
Medicare—vote against this budget, be-
cause I do believe that is a recognition 
that on neither count does the Presi-
dent’s budget do what it says. Because 
I believe if it was a good Social Secu-
rity proposal and a good Medicare pro-
posal, those who are advocates for 
those two programs on the other side 
would be voting for it even if the rest 
of it was not right up to snuff because 
those are the big issues. 

The truth of the matter is, 100 Sen-
ators already said, in an early vote, on 
Senator ABRAHAM’s amendment—100 
Senators—the President’s approach to 
saving the Social Security trust fund is 
wrong. Now, they might want to turn 
around and vote for the budget any-
way, but they already said, ‘‘We don’t 
want to spend $158 billion of the Social 
Security’s money on programs.’’ That 
was the vote. 

Senator BOND says, ‘‘Do you like the 
President’s budget enough to vote for 
it?’’ That is one of the things you 
would be voting for. I guarantee you, if 
that budget of the President’s really 
fixed Medicare, there would be no one 
on the other side who would be voting 
against this, because they would be 
ashamed and embarrassed to find some-
body to ask them, ‘‘How come you 
voted against this wonderful fix, re-
form, saving of the Medicare system by 
the President?’’ It is because it does 
not do that. That is why. 

So I do not think we need a lot of 
time trying to find excuses. It is a 
pure, simple vote, up or down. Do you 
want the President’s budget, with all 
its claims for Social Security and 
Medicare, or do you not? I do not think 
there would be very many Senators 
who say they do. And that ought to 
take care of the issue once and for all 
as to this President running around 
saying what he does and what we don’t 
do. Now, he can talk about what we 
don’t do, but he surely can’t talk about 
what he does. I guess he can, but he 
would have to acknowledge, if he wants 
to be fair, that nobody in the Senate 
agrees with him. 

I yield the floor. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 153 

(Purpose: To increase funding in FY 2000 for 
veterans’ health care by taking an across-
the-board cut in all discretionary pro-
grams, except veterans and defense) 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment I send to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

JOHNSON] for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. REID and Mr. JEF-
FORDS, proposes an amendment numbered 
153.

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 31 line 23 strike ‘‘44,724,000,000’’. 

and insert ‘‘46,724,000,000’’. 
On page 31 line 24 strike ‘‘45,064,000,000’’. 

and insert ‘‘47,064,000,000’’. 
On page 38 line 15 strike ‘‘8,033,000,000’’. and 

insert ‘‘10,033,000,000’’. 
On page 38 line 16 strike ‘‘8,094,000,000’’. and 

insert ‘‘10,094,000,000’’. 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(A) It is the sense of the Senate that the 

provisions in this resolution assume that if 
CBO determines there is an on-budget sur-
plus for FY 2000, $2 billion of that surplus 
will be restored to the programs cut in this 
amendment. 

‘‘(B) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
assumptions underlying this budget resolu-
tion assume that none of these offsets will 
come from defense of veterans, and to the ex-
tent possible should come from administra-
tive functions.’’ 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my legislative director, 
Dwight Fettig, be permitted on the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Minnesota, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, be added as a cospon-
sor of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. As well as the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, Mr. CONRAD, 
and the Senator from Massachusetts, 
Mr. KERRY, and the Senator from Ne-
vada, Mr. REID. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I think 
we can engage in this debate in a rel-
atively brief amount of time. But it is, 
I think, an issue that is fundamental. I 
applaud the Budget Committee chair-
man, Mr. DOMENICI, for working to try 
to find ways to augment the veterans’ 
health care budget for the coming fis-
cal year. 

The Presidential budget called for a 
flatline budget going on for 4 years. We 
have had 3 years already in the flatline 
budget at the VA, despite the fact that 

we have an enormous number of World 
War II age vets needing a greater 
amount of medical care and that we 
have increased inflation in health care 
costs. 

The independent budget, prepared by 
prominent veterans organizations in 
this country, has proposed conserv-
atively that we need an additional $3 
billion for veterans’ health care in the 
coming year. Chairman DOMENICI has 
provided for a $1 billion increase. I ap-
plaud him for that but recognize that 
still falls far short of where we need to 
go. 

It is clear, from testimony that this 
Congress has received, that if we do not 
make some further adjustments up-
ward we are going to wind up with a 
train wreck in terms of veterans’ 
health care. We are going to wind up 
with mandatory employee furloughs, a 
severe curtailment of services, or the 
elimination of programs and, inevi-
tably, facility closures around this 
country. 

The amendment pending before the 
Senate would add the additional $2 bil-
lion to provide for that $3 billion in-
crease for fiscal year 2000. The offset 
would come from an across-the-board 
reduction in the nondefense discre-
tionary budget for this year. 

Along with that goes a sense of the 
Senate that states:

(A) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
provisions in this resolution assume that if 
CBO determines there is an on-budget sur-
plus for FY 2000, $2 billion of that surplus 
will be restored to the programs cut in this 
amendment. 

(B) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
assumptions underlying this budget resolu-
tion assume that none of these offsets will 
come from defense or veterans, and to the 
extent possible should come from adminis-
trative functions.

We clearly have a crossroads we need 
to deal with here, Mr. President. We 
have to make some decisions now 
whether this country will remain com-
mitted to our veterans, remain com-
mitted to the people who have given us 
the ability to speak here on this floor. 

Earlier this year, we passed S. 4 hav-
ing to do with retaining the best, the 
brightest of our military personnel. It 
seems to me that this follows on in 
that same general logic, recognizing 
that it is futile for us to ask our mili-
tary personnel to stay with us, to con-
tinue to put their lives at risk, to put 
up with all the hardships that they and 
their families suffer serving in our 
military, if they look around and find 
we have reneged on our commitment to 
their fathers, to their uncles, to the 
generations that have gone before 
them. 

If we do that, we undermine our very 
attempt earlier on this year to retain 
these people in our military service. At 
a time when we are yet again under-
taking a military action, in Kosovo, 
where the best and brightest of our 
military personnel are, in many in-

stances, jeopardizing their lives once 
again for us, it seems to me it is not 
asking too much for our Senate to pro-
vide for a full health care budget, ade-
quate to meet the needs of our U.S. 
military veterans. 

I hope we will be able to continue 
this level of funding in future years. 
This amendment applies only to fiscal 
year 2000. We will have further oppor-
tunities to talk about what needs to be 
done next year as we deal with the 
budget resolution again, as we deal 
with the appropriations process, as, 
hopefully, projected budget surpluses 
will occur and we will have those op-
portunities to use those kinds of sur-
pluses for offsets that will make sense. 

However, it appears to me that the 
amendment, put together with the ex-
traordinary assistance of the Senator 
from Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, and 
his staff, as well as with the budget 
staff, creates an offset that is as pain-
less as we can provide while, at the 
same time, providing for this $2 billion 
infusion that is so badly needed, if, in 
fact, we are going to live up to our 
word to our American veterans. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time and yield such time as 
he may consume to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I thank my colleague, 

Senator JOHNSON from South Dakota. 
We have been working pretty closely 
with the veterans community and, in 
particular, from the time they came 
out with their independent budget. I 
have read that very carefully and I 
think this work by Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, DAV, PVA, and AmVets is a very 
important document. I might also add 
that many other organizations all 
around the country have added their 
strong support to this independent 
budget. 

In addition to talking about the inde-
pendent budget, let me discuss what 
the veterans community has said based 
upon their own very careful assessment 
of this. We start off with the Presi-
dent’s flatline budget which is woefully 
inadequate. Let me say right away as a 
Democrat, I think the budget is woe-
fully inadequate, and certainly the 
President’s budget was no way to say 
thanks to veterans. 

The Budget Committee has called for 
an increase of $1 billion, but that still 
leaves a $2 billion shortfall. I want to 
also quote from a letter from the Sen-
ate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to 
the Senate Budget Committee which 
pointed out that the VA is facing $3 
billion in costs above and beyond what 
was proposed in the President’s budget. 
That would make it $2 billion right 
now given the $1 billion increase we 
have in the budget resolution. 

I will quote the precise figures from 
the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee:
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* * an additional $1.26 billion to 

meet unanticipated spending require-
ments; an additional $853.1 million to 
overcome the effects of inflation and 
other ‘‘uncontrollables’’ in order that 
it may contain current services; and at 
least $1 billion in additional funding to 
better address the needs of aging, and 
increasingly female, veterans popu-
lation.

In other words, our own Senate Vet-
erans’ Committee, under the able lead-
ership of Senator SPECTER and Senator 
ROCKEFELLER, has basically echoed the 
same analysis of the independent budg-
et. This is specific and it bears out 
what I have heard from veterans at ral-
lies. The veterans community is very 
galvanized on this question. I have 
heard stories or received letters from 
veterans at our office—I am sure Sen-
ator JOHNSON gets the same kind of let-
ters from the veterans community. 

The budget resolution goes a third of 
the way toward covering this cost. We 
need to go all the way for the veterans 
community. We don’t ask our troops to 
take a third of a hill, we don’t ask 
them to win a third of a battle, and in 
this particular budget we ought not to 
go just a third of the way toward pro-
viding the resources so that we can get 
good medical care to veterans in this 
country. 

Both in the President’s proposal and 
in the budget resolution that we have 
before the Senate, the veterans are not 
a top priority. There is no doubt what-
ever that we should be doing much bet-
ter. This amendment that we introduce 
tonight does the job. 

Let me put this in personal terms for 
a moment. I don’t want to see a good 
friend, Lyle Pearson from North Man-
kato—a decorated World War II vet, 
past commander of the national Dis-
abled American Veterans—I don’t want 
to see him in a position where he 
doesn’t receive the kind of decent 
health care coverage that he deserves. 
I don’t want to see an ever aging vet-
erans population not receiving the kind 
of assisted care they will need. Many of 
our veterans are elderly. 

The question is, How will we respond 
to that? I don’t want to see a third of 
the homeless population continue to be 
veterans, many of them struggling 
with substance abuse problems, many 
of them struggling with posttraumatic 
syndrome, many of them Vietnam vets. 
I think we can do better. I don’t want 
to see the kind of backlog we have 
right now. 

Let me just simply talk about vet-
erans in Bangor, ME, who were con-
cerned after a VA inspector general re-
port noted their outpatient clinic had a 
10-month backlog of new patients. 
Things were so bad last fall that the 
clinic couldn’t see walk-in patients or 
urgent-care patients and there was a 4-
month wait to see the clinic’s part-
time psychiatrist. 

Veterans in Iowa are facing the pos-
sible closure of one of three major vet-

erans hospitals because of the budget 
shortfalls. The Veterans Under Sec-
retary of Health, Kenneth Kizer, 
warned that the VA health care system 
is in a ‘‘precarious situation.’’ Under 
Secretary of Health for the Veterans’ 
Administration, Ken Kizer, went on to 
say that the proposed fiscal year 2000 
budget—and he was talking about the 
President’s budget—posed very serious 
financial challenges and that it would 
require a number of different things 
that might happen if, in fact, we don’t 
provide adequate funding. Among 
them:

. . . mandatory employee furloughs, severe 
curtailment of services or elimination of 
programs and possible unnecessary facility 
closures.

Let me be really clear about the 
amendment we have introduced. The 
veterans community was asked by the 
Congress—they are always asked—to 
give their positive proposal about what 
we need to do to have a budget that 
will serve their needs so that we can 
live up to our commitment to veterans. 
We have the independent budget. It was 
done well. We have a Senate Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee which came out 
with its own report that said we have a 
$3 billion shortfall here between what 
the veterans community needs by way 
of a real investment in health care and 
veteran services and other services, 
versus the President’s budget proposal. 
The President’s budget proposal was 
unacceptable. 

Now the Budget Committee brings a 
resolution before the floor and adds an 
additional $1 billion, but we are still $2 
billion short. We ought not to go just a 
third of the way. We ought not to make 
estimates that make it clear that if we 
are really serious about our commit-
ment to veterans, we are going to 
make up this $3 billion debt. We ought 
not say that and then not reflect that 
in our budget resolution. 

My colleague, Senator JOHNSON, has 
done an excellent job of summarizing 
the offset, and I do not need to repeat 
it. I conclude this way: I have never, in 
my 8 years in the Senate, seen the vet-
erans community so galvanized and so 
focused on any question. There is a tre-
mendous amount of anger. People are 
smart. Four years of flatline budgets 
have not served the veterans commu-
nity well. This budget by the President 
and what we have in the Budget Com-
mittee resolution does not go far 
enough. It doesn’t do the job. It does 
not enable us to live up to our commit-
ment to veterans. I feel very strongly 
about this. 

This amendment we have introduced 
tonight provides the funding that will 
make sure we have the health care and 
decent services. It lives up to the very 
words that all of us have spoken as 
Senators. If we are serious about our 
commitment to veterans, then we have 
an opportunity to show that commit-
ment and to vote for this resolution 

that Senator JOHNSON and I and other 
Senators have introduced. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few minutes today to share with 
my colleagues my support of this 
amendment—offered by my friend from 
South Dakota, Senator JOHNSON—an 
amendment which would increase fund-
ing for veterans health care services by 
$2 billion for Fiscal Year 2000. I believe 
that this funding level is necessary for 
the VA to provide the high quality of 
care it promises our Nation’s veterans. 
It is absolutely critical that we reverse 
the downward trend in VA health care 
funding and address the abhorrent defi-
ciencies that exist currently in our VA 
health care system. We, as a nation, 
must keep our commitments to ensure 
that our Nation’s veterans receive con-
sistent, high-quality, and reliable 
health care services. 

I am convinced we cannot fulfill 
these commitments under the current 
level of funding provided both in the 
Administration’s budget request and in 
the Chairman’s mark which came out 
of the Budget Committee. I have ex-
pressed my concern in a number of let-
ters to the Administration, both before 
and after their budget numbers came 
over to Congress—as I know many of 
my colleagues in both the House and 
Senate have done—about the Adminis-
tration’s decision to maintain a flat-
lined budget for VA health care for the 
fourth consecutive year. 

I also recently met with VA Under 
Secretary of Health Kenneth Kizer to 
make him aware of the severe effects 
that this level of funding has had al-
ready in Massachusetts. I told him that 
many of our VA hospitals and clinics 
are under serious budget strain and 
cannot provide sufficient care to the 
many veterans who need—and rightly 
deserve—to receive it. I expressed my 
concern that VA Hospital Directors 
have contacted me to say that, if they 
have to incorporate the same cuts in 
the coming fiscal year as they did this 
year, they will be forced to close wards, 
eliminate programs, and reduce staff. 
In fact, this already is happening. 

In the Brockton, Massachusetts VA 
hospital, service providers have made 
it clear to me and my staff that they 
aren’t able at times to provide ade-
quate care for their patients. They are 
being forced to move psychiatric pa-
tients out into the community long be-
fore they are ready. The hospitals are 
unable to sufficiently help homeless 
veterans struggling with substance 
abuse problems. All of these troubles in 
taking care of our veterans are the re-
sult of one problem—today there is not 
enough money to care for those vet-
erans who so badly need our help. 

Our Northampton VA hospital—
which has a nationally renowned rep-
utation for its care of combat-wounded 
veterans—is facing the same challenges 
as the hospital in Brockton. They have 
a Post Traumatic Stress Disorder Unit 
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there in Northampton—the only one of 
its kind in the entire Northeast. Vet-
erans come hundreds of miles to find 
help in either putting their lives back 
together or keeping them from falling 
apart. The unit is always filled to ca-
pacity and requires a full-time, experi-
enced staff that can address the needs 
of veterans who go there. But because 
we aren’t doing right by our veterans, 
that unit is in jeopardy. Three years 
ago, this unit had a dedicated staff of 
twenty. Today, it has fourteen. There 
is only one overnight nurse to deal 
with 25 combat veterans. I don’t be-
lieve this Senate can say that the qual-
ity of care in that unit has not been di-
minished. 

These examples are part of a far 
broader crisis in veterans health care. 
Consider the VA nurses who haven’t 
seen a substantial vacation for as long 
as they can remember and haven’t re-
ceived pay raises in five years, years 
when our economy has been growing in 
leaps and bounds. Put that crisis into a 
larger context: we have to ensure that 
adequate incentives exist for VA health 
care providers so that the VA can re-
cruit and retain highly skilled staff. 

As U.S. military personnel are going 
over to defend U.S. national interests 
in Kosovo, we must do all we can to let 
them know that their country is united 
behind them. We must do this for all 
the brave men and women who served 
and who have served our Nation. Vet-
erans are the brave men and women 
who already have served our Nation, 
who have been on the front lines fight-
ing for the freedoms Americans care 
about so deeply. How can we ask to-
day’s soldiers to represent our values 
around the globe if we’re not willing to 
provide adequate health care services 
for those who have already made the 
sacrifice? How can we give so little to 
those who have already given so much 
to their country? 

These are questions that I don’t be-
lieve any of us want to ask. They are 
not ones that our country should be 
asking—Americans everywhere deserve 
a different and better debate than this 
one. 

Mr. President, when the VA Under 
Secretary of Health asserts in a memo 
that the VA’s flat-lined health care 
budget ‘‘poses very serious financial 
challenges which can only be met if de-
cisive and timely actions are taken,’’ I 
believe that there is one critical action 
we must take. We must provide a sig-
nificant increase over the Administra-
tion’s request for VA health care. We 
ought to begin listening to our vet-
erans and listening to those who care 
for them. We ought to provide the level 
of investment the national veterans 
service organizations have endorsed in 
their Independent Budget for FY 2000—
$3 billion over the Administration’s re-
quest—the level of investment I believe 
is so badly needed just to fund the pro-
grams we already have while ensuring 

that future programs can address the 
needs of an aging veterans population. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I know 

that each Senator has his own story 
and experience with respect to prob-
lems of veteran health care in his or 
her home State. I am just going to 
take a couple of minutes to explain 
some problems that rural States have 
with which I am particularly familiar. 

Today I spoke to Tom Pouliot. Who 
is Tom? Tom is a vet from my home-
town of Helena, MT. He is also the na-
tional commander of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. 

Let me tell you a story that Tom has 
explained to me, which I know is a 
major problem in rural States. I say 
‘‘rural.’’ I mean really rural. I am not 
talking about eastern rural, although 
veterans in all parts of the country ob-
viously need health care, and aren’t 
getting the health care that they need. 
But I am talking about western rural, 
west of the 100th meridian where it 
doesn’t rain, where the distances be-
tween towns are vast. 

Let me tell you a story I repeat 
sometimes to my colleagues. 

When the First Lady was in Montana 
not too many years ago, she got off the 
plane, and says, ‘‘This isn’t rural. This 
is mega-rural. This is hyper-rural.’’ I 
mean, for those who haven’t been in 
the West west of the 100th meridian, I 
don’t know, with all due respect, that 
one gets the sense of just how rural it 
is until you are there. 

What is the problem? The problem is 
that tonight we can vote to increase 
veterans’ health care by an additional 
$2 billion. That is the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from South Da-
kota, Mr. JOHNSON. 

Why do I think that is a good idea? It 
is a good idea because the VA has had 
a flatline appropriations for veterans’ 
health care for 3 consecutive years. 
Just think of it. For 3 consecutive 
years, there has been no increase for 
veterans’ health care, something that 
is very important and desperately in 
need of. I believe that a fourth year of 
a flatline health care budget would be 
deeply irresponsible. 

Let me explain a couple of reasons 
why. Not only Tom, but I and others 
who have visited the VA facilities in 
Montana, of which there are not many, 
found this problem firsthand. I asked 
the VA in Montana to visit Miles City, 
Billings, and Helena, so they could get 
a firsthand look of what veterans face 
in getting the health care that they 
need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All of 
the time of the proponent of the 
amendment has expired. The Senator 
from New Mexico controls 51⁄2 minutes 
at this point in time. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 4 more 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have a vote at 8 
o’clock. It is ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. That is 5 minutes from 
now. I am asking for 4 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It is four votes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Just 4 minutes. That is 

not 8 o’clock. That is 5 minutes from 
now. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I haven’t spoken on 
either amendment. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask for 
1 minute. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask that we vote at 
8:01. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in a 
nutshell, the problem is this: Veterans 
in Montana get appointments at Fort 
Harrison and other veterans facilities. 
They drive hundreds of miles for the 
appointments. They get there, and it is 
canceled. They have to get in their car, 
or have someone drive them back to 
their home hundreds of miles away 
again. This is very common. Why? Be-
cause of personnel cuts. It is going to 
get worse unless we increase the vet-
erans’ health care budget. 

Tonight I plead with my colleagues 
to support the Johnson amendment. 
Give our veterans a break. Men and 
women who have fought so hard for 
America, particularly our elderly vets, 
who in, say, World War II, or in the Ko-
rean war, fought for America. Here we 
are increasing the defense budget. We 
are not helping veterans’ health care. 
That is just not right. 

All we are asking is to take a little 
bit of a nick out of the defense budget, 
just a little, and increase veterans’ 
health care just a little. 

As I mentioned, there has been no in-
crease in the last 3 years. This budget 
this year has no increase. That will be 
the fourth year. Let’s just add a little 
bit to veterans’ health care. I think it 
is the right thing to do for America’s 
veterans. 

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico for the extra minute. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Mr. FEINGOLD 
and Senator ROBB be added as cospon-
sors to the Johnson amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. As Senator 
WELLSTONE expressed so eloquently, 
this adjustment would allow for the VA 
to keep up with medical inflation and 
for them to retain the needed employ-
ees that they need to deliver these 
services. It would allow for new med-
ical initiatives the Congress had been 
pushing the VA to begin, including 
hepatitis C screenings and emergency 
care services. It would allow for ad-
dressing long-term care costs, funding 
for homeless veterans, in compliance 
with any Patients’ Bill of Rights legis-
lation this Congress enacts. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance 
of my time. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might ask unanimous consent 
that we set aside this amendment tem-
porarily while an NIH amendment is 
offered by Senator SPECTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President. What is 
the request? Is it that we lay aside our 
amendment so our colleague could 
offer an amendment on NIH? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 157 

(Purpose: To provide for funding of 
biomedical research) 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DEWINE, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. JOHNSON, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes 
an amendment numbered 157.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title II, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue 

and spending aggregates and allocations may 
be revised under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 for legislation 
disallowing a Federal income tax deduction 
for any payment to the Federal Government 
or any State or local government in connec-
tion with any tobacco litigation or settle-
ment and to use $1,400,000,000 of the increased 
revenues to fund biomedical research at the 
National Institutes of Health. 

(b) REVISED AGGREGATES.—Upon the con-
sideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate may file in-
creased aggregates to carry out this section. 
These aggregates shall be considered for the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as the aggregates contained in this reso-
lution. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we 
have been accorded the opportunity to 
offer this amendment slightly out of 
turn, and I had already asked my dis-
tinguished ranking member, Senator 
HARKIN, to come to the floor. The 
amendment is with Senator HARKIN as 
the principal cosponsor. 

The thrust of this amendment is to 
provide the financial base to increase 

funding in the National Institutes of 
Health by $2 billion this year. The 
budget resolution had increased the 
budget authority by $600 million. This 
amendment seeks to increase that 
budget authority by another $1.4 bil-
lion and applies as an offset to the pro-
vision to disallow tax deductions from 
the settlement of cigarettes, which 
would yield in excess of $1.4 billion, the 
amount which is covered in this 
amendment. 

In November 1998, 46 States agreed to 
a settlement with the tobacco industry 
requiring the tobacco companies to pay 
the States some $206 billion over 25 
years. Four other States had settled 
separate lawsuits with the tobacco 
companies. The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice considers those settlement pay-
ments as tax deductible business ex-
penses, and this deduction effectively 
reduces the amount tobacco companies 
pay by 25 to 30 percent. Obviously, the 
tobacco companies will write off these 
payments as business expenses on their 
Federal tax returns. The amount of 
funding for next year, the year 2000, is 
$1.8 billion. 

When we look for offsets to fund mat-
ters like increased funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, it is obvi-
ously a very difficult matter with the 
type of budget constraints that we are 
under. And in searching the nooks and 
crannies of the potential offsets, a very 
diligent staff came up with the idea 
that the deductibility of these pay-
ments was of lesser public policy im-
portance than to increase the funding 
for the National Institutes of Health. 

Now, public policy obviously depends 
upon someone’s vantage point, and to 
have a change in law that would deny 
a tax deduction is not easy for anyone 
concerned. But where you have the 
kinds of funds that are involved in the 
tobacco settlement, and where you had 
a much larger figure being talked 
about for the Federal settlement, and 
where you have all of the money going 
to the States, and the Federal Govern-
ment doesn’t get any of the funds as 
determined by the emergency appro-
priations bill that we voted on last 
week on an amendment that Senator 
HARKIN and I offered, I think that all 
factors considered, it is a fair and just 
and equitable consideration. That is es-
pecially true in a context where you 
have tobacco being the cause of so 
many major health ailments in the 
United States. So in searching for a 
way to find an offset, we have come up 
with the idea of disallowing this as a 
tax deduction, which would provide the 
full funding in fiscal year 2000 for this 
$1.4 billion. 

Now, with respect to the justification 
for increasing NIH funding, Mr. Presi-
dent, I think that is a matter which 
virtually speaks for itself. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health is the crown 
jewel of the Federal Government. The 
advances that have been made in the 

National Institutes of Health covering 
a range of ailments is just nothing 
short of marvelous. 

It is worth just a moment to run 
through the list of ailments that NIH 
is studying where such magnificent 
progress has been made: Alcoholism; 
Alzheimer’s disease; Amyotrophic Lat-
eral Sclerosis, also called Lou Gehrig’s 
disease; AIDS; arthritis; asthma; au-
tism; cancers of so many different clas-
sifications, such as breast cancer, cer-
vical cancer, prostate cancer, and other 
cancers; cystic fibrosis; deafness and 
communications disorders; dental dis-
eases; diabetes; digestive disease; epi-
lepsy; heart disease; hemophilia; hepa-
titis; Huntington’s disease; kidney ail-
ments; liver disorders; lung disease; 
macular degeneration; osteoporosis; 
Parkinson’s disease; schizophrenia; 
scleroderma; stroke; sudden infant 
death syndrome. That is not even a 
complete list. 

I might comment, Mr. President, 
that the efforts made by various inter-
est groups, where people suffer from a 
variety of ailments, is really over-
whelming as those groups come to 
Washington to lobby for an increase in 
funding for the National Institutes of 
Health. We had a resolution introduced 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Florida, Senator MACK, several years 
ago calling for the doubling of NIH 
over the course of 5 years, and it passed 
98–0. 

Two years ago, when Senator HARKIN 
and I sought to increase the budget res-
olution by $1.1 billion, we found it was 
defeated by 63–37. Last year, when we 
offered an increase in the budget reso-
lution by $2 billion, it was defeated, my 
recollection is, by a vote of 57–41. When 
it comes to translating druthers to dol-
lars, we have not seen the kind of sup-
port for NIH funding that I think is 
really warranted, given all the facts of 
the case. 

We have some 19 cosponsors on the 
resolution to increase funding by some 
$2 billion. But, in the course of solic-
iting our colleagues for cosponsorship 
on this amendment, we found substan-
tially less than that number stepping 
forward. When it comes to illness, 
when you have a loved one with Par-
kinson’s, or a parent with Alzheimer’s, 
or a family member with cancer, or one 
of the ailments yourself such as heart 
disease, no sum of money within con-
ception is too much, and is really not 
enough to really move to conquer that 
disease. At the National Institutes of 
Health they do perform miracles. 

In the course of last November, NIH 
came out with disclosures on research 
on stem cells, which has the potential 
to be a veritable fountain of youth. The 
estimate has been given on Parkinson’s 
disease, to be within the range of con-
quering Parkinson’s within 5 years, 
perhaps 10 years at the outside. As 
these stem cells replace other disease 
cells in the body, the sky is the limit 
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as to what can be accomplished. But all 
of this takes money. 

There are still a limited number of 
research grants which are awarded by 
the National Institutes of Health, and 
an increase of $2 billion will be the best 
spent money which the Federal Gov-
ernment could allocate. 

We all know we have a budget in ex-
cess of $1.7 trillion, a staggering sum of 
money. And it is a question of prior-
ities. This, I suggest, is at the top of 
the line. 

Mr. President, if I may, I see my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator HARKIN, 
has come to the floor. But recognition 
is determined by the Chair, so I simply 
yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOMENICI. We are going to vote 
at 8:01. Before we proceed, let me ask 
unanimous consent, so everybody will 
know where we are going. This has 
been cleared with the two leaders, and 
Senator LAUTENBERG obviously, and 
whoever else needs to be conferred 
with. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
next four votes occur in a stacked se-
quence, with 2 minutes between each 
vote for an explanation, 1 minute on 
each side, that the other votes in the 
voting sequence be limited to 10 min-
utes each. 

I further ask that when the Senate 
resumes the concurrent resolution at 9 
a.m. on Thursday there be 10 hours re-
maining for consideration. 

However, for the information of all 
Senators, these votes will be the last 
votes of the evening. But any Senator 
who wishes to remain, we plan to be 
here open for business all night, if it is 
necessary. If Senators want to come 
and offer amendments, we will be here. 
If they will come and offer them to-
night, they will be stacked for an or-
derly hour tomorrow. 

I am hopeful that some Senators—a 
few—will avail themselves of that 
time. But I am certain that it will not 
be 4 o’clock in the morning with Sen-
ators still around offering amend-
ments. That is why we proposed the 
unanimous consent as we have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if 
I might say to my colleague, I support 
the unanimous consent agreement. I 
want to point out to Senators who are 
interested in offering amendments that 
we are here as long as amendments are 
going to be offered. If there are none 
offered at the conclusion of the votes, 
then we are going to be prepared to 
close shop, as we say. As long as 
amendments are offered, we are here. If 
they are not, we are closing up. But 
there will not be time to drag out to-
morrow. We are willing to work all 
night, if necessary. But we are going to 

conclude with 10 hours tomorrow, 
which would then be roughly 35 hours’ 
worth of time spent. 

With that, I assume, Mr. President, 
that the unanimous consent request 
was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to ask the distinguished Senator, 
Senator JOHNSON—Senator SPECTER is 
on the floor—has he joined as a cospon-
sor of the amendment? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be listed as 
an original cosponsor. We have sur-
veyed our committee members. Sen-
ator THURMOND, may we list you as an 
original cosponsor? 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes. 
Mr. SPECTER. Senator THURMOND, 

and also Senator TIM HUTCHINSON as 
cosponsors. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think anybody who 
wants to join this amendment ought to 
join it. We are going to let you have a 
vote, but not without my making an 
observation about it. 

I have been asked not to use strange 
words to describe amendments. So I 
will try to be very accurate. 

This is a feel-good, do-nothing 
amendment, and the veterans of the 
United States ought not think that 
they are getting $2 billion. As a matter 
of fact, there is $1.1 billion more than 
the President in this budget. But, for 
some, whatever you put in—I should 
have put $4 billion in. Then we want $7 
billion. 

The truth of the matter is, this 
amendment is a do-nothing, feel-good 
amendment because it requires that we 
cut some other programs, following the 
format of the budget. That would mean 
we would have to cut education, envi-
ronment, NIH, international affairs, 
housing, WIC—all of which we heard 
complaints all day long have been cut 
too much already. Nonetheless, this 
amendment chooses to cut none of 
them and just says we will find it in an 
allowance, which means all these pro-
grams will be cut for this $2 billion. 

I do not think that is right. But nei-
ther do I want Senators to vote against 
veterans. So let us all vote ‘‘aye’’ and 
have a great big hurrah about the 
amendment. 

I ask for the regular order. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 145 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the Ashcroft amendment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 60 Leg.] 
YEAS—99

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1 

Lugar 

The amendment (No. 145) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 147 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

will now be 2 minutes of debate equally 
debated on the Conrad amendment. 

The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from North Dakota is 

recognized. 
Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, this amendment is 

very direct. It creates a lockbox to pro-
tect every dollar of Social Security 
surplus for Social Security. In addi-
tion, it creates a lockbox to add 40 per-
cent of the non-Social Security surplus 
for Medicare. 

Medicare is in danger. It is on the 
brink of insolvency. It is time not only 
for reform of Medicare, but to add addi-
tional resources so the promise of 
Medicare can be kept. 

In addition, this amendment will pay 
down the debt by $300 billion more than 
the budget resolution alternative. I ask 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment to create a safe lockbox, not only 
for Social Security but for Medicare. 
That leaves sufficient resources——

Mr. BURNS. Madam President, the 
Senate is not in order. The Senator 
should be heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired, but because 
the Senator from Montana is correct, 
the Senator may take another 3 sec-
onds to finish. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair, and 
I thank my colleague from Montana. 

This leaves sufficient resources for 
$400 billion over the next 10 years for 
high-priority domestic issues, like edu-
cation and defense, as well as room for 
tax reduction. But, fundamentally, it 
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puts Social Security and Medicare 
first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 

this amendment is an anti-tax-relief 
amendment, plain and simple. Com-
pared to the chairman’s mark, which is 
before you, this amendment increases 
taxes by $320 billion over 10 years. 

As to Medicare, let us get it straight 
once and for all. What is really incred-
ible is that there is no lockbox for 
Medicare. There is a wish box. All we 
do with the money that is claimed for 
Medicare is apply it against the debt so 
that it can be spent by anyone any-
time. As a matter of fact, if it is done 
to reduce the debt so as to strengthen 
the economy, our budget does more 
than the President plus this amend-
ment by way of deficit reduction. 

There is not one nickel in it that is 
spent on Medicare. It is a wish and a 
hope. We don’t even know we need $320 
billion over 10 years. 

It violates the Budget Act because it 
is not germane to the budget, and the 
vote will be on a motion to waive, 
which I recommend Senators vote no 
on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, pur-
suant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, I move to 
waive the applicable sections of the act 
for the consideration of the pending 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act in relation to 
the Conrad amendment No. 147. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 61 Leg.] 

YEAS—45

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 

Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 

Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 

Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—54

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1

Lugar 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 45, and the nays are 
54. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is not 
agreed to. The point of order is sus-
tained, and the amendment falls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 151 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We will 

proceed to the amendment by Senator 
BOND. There will be 2 minutes equally 
divided. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent. 

This amendment is an opportunity 
for all of our friends who think that 
the President’s budget outlines the 
plan which we should follow to express 
themselves by voting for it. The Presi-
dent has said we must save the entire 
surplus to save Social Security, but the 
actual details of the plan takes $158 bil-
lion out of Social Security over the 
next 5 years. 

The President and the minority lead-
er have said that we need to stay in the 
caps. This budget plan breaks the caps 
by $38 billion. These are the actual de-
tails. These are the actual plans and 
the absolute numbers that we think 
come from the President’s budget. 

For our friends who believe that the 
President’s budget is a preferable 
means of charting our spending pro-
grams for this coming year, I say vote 
for this. 

I believe it does not fix Medicare. It 
ignores Medicare. It spends money that 
should be put into the retiring debt 
from the Social Security surplus, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). The Senator from New Jersey 
is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
think by the description the Senator 
just offered he tells you what he 
thinks. He is offering this amendment 
and saying vote no. What he wants the 
Democrats to do is to be tricked into 
moving on this. 

Here is one part of it—1,291 pages. If 
anyone wants to vote for this without 
inspecting it, unless all of you have re-
viewed it in detail and have decided 
that whatever you are concerned about 
is taken care of in here. 

This is not a sincere amendment 
being offered. What this is, I think, is 
political chicanery. I urge my oppo-
nents to vote against it. 

Mr. BOND. I agree. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to table 

the amendment. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 62 Leg.] 
YEAS—97

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith NH 
Smith OR 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—2

Biden Schumer 

NOT VOTING—1 

Lugar 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 151) was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 153 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 153 offered by Senator JOHNSON. 
There is 1 minute on each side equally 
divided. 

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I re-

spectfully disagree with the chairman’s 
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characterization of the amendment. 
This amendment tonight will put the 
Senate on record for the first time in 
support of full funding for veterans’ 
health care. No budget resolution guar-
antees funding. That is part of the ap-
propriations process. But this amend-
ment will open the door. This amend-
ment will open the door for consider-
ation on the part of the appropriators 
for the full funding for veterans’ health 
care that is so badly needed. 

I yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota for 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
what is meaningful about this amend-
ment is it provides the necessary fund-
ing for decent health care for veterans. 
And the veterans community will hold 
all of us accountable. This is a very 
meaningful vote, I say to my col-
leagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
rises in opposition? 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there 

is no one in opposition. So I am going 
to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
that Senators SPECTER, JEFFORDS, 
HUTCHINSON, MURKOWSKI, and myself be 
made original cosponsors. 

Mr. President, while there is no as-
surance that veterans’ health care is 
going to be increased by $2 billion, we 
already increased it $1.1 over the Presi-
dent’s budget. I believe everybody 
should vote for this amendment, none-
theless. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Da-
kota. 

Is there a request for the yeas and 
nays? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Da-
kota. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 63 Leg.] 
YEAS—99

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1

Lugar 

The amendment (No. 153) was agreed 
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I wish 
to call to the attention of the Senate 
technical corrections to certain de-
scriptions contained in Senate report 
106–27, which accompanies the Concur-
rent Resolution on the Budget for FY 
2000. 

On page 266, the description of the 
Conrad amendment should read:

(3) Conrad amendment to increase revenues 
relative to the Chairman’s mark by $320 bil-
lion, to require that any revenue reduction 
be offset with spending reductions or revenue 
increases, to create a Medicare Surplus Re-
serve, and to create a new 60-vote point of 
order in the Senate against legislation that 
would reduce that reserve.

On page 273, the description of the 
Lautenberg amendment should read:

(27) Lautenberg amendment to increase 
revenues relative to the Chairman’s mark by 
$320 billion, to require that any revenue re-
duction be offset with spending reductions or 
revenue increases, and to create a Medicare 
Surplus Reserve. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, today, the 
Senate begins consideration of a budg-
et for the fiscal year that begins on Oc-
tober 1. When it passes, it will be only 
the second budget in the last 30 years 
that will be balanced. 

That will be a tremendous achieve-
ment considering that it was as re-
cently as 1995 that President Clinton 
sent Congress a budget that would have 
produced annual deficits in the range 
of $200 billion for the foreseeable fu-
ture. The budget recommended to us by 
the Budget Committee will effectively 
balance the budget, and it will do so 
even without relying on the surplus 
from the Social Security trust fund. 
The small deficit that is projected now 

is likely to be eliminated once the Con-
gressional Budget Office updates its 
revenue estimates this summer. 

Mr. President, the budget we have be-
fore us will ensure that the Social Se-
curity surplus is set aside so that it 
cannot be spent on other government 
programs—$1.8 trillion over the next 10 
years. Many of us may have heard 
President Clinton promise to do the 
same, but when he sent his budget to 
Capitol Hill we found that he is actu-
ally proposing to raid the Social Secu-
rity trust fund for $158 billion over the 
next five years alone. Moreover, we 
found that the President’s plan to de-
posit 62 percent of the unified budget 
surplus into the trust fund was nothing 
more than an accounting gimmick. Ac-
cording to the Comptroller General, 
David Walker, ‘‘the changes to the So-
cial Security program [recommended 
by the President] will thus be more 
perceived than real: although the Trust 
Funds will appear to have more re-
sources as a result of the proposal, in 
reality nothing about the program has 
changed.’’ In other words, the Clinton 
plan fails to delay the cash-flow prob-
lem expected in the year 2013 by a sin-
gle year. 

Federal Reserve Board Chairman 
Alan Greenspan also voiced opposition 
to the President’s risky plan to invest 
a portion of the Social Security Trust 
Funds in the stock market, noting that 
‘‘even with Herculean efforts,’’ he 
doubted that investment decisions 
could be insulated from political pres-
sures. The Clinton plan would allow 
federal bureaucrats to play politics 
with people’s retirement savings. That 
is wrong. 

By contrast, our budget will not put 
Social Security at risk. It will protect 
the Social Security surpluses so that 
they cannot be raided for the Presi-
dent’s other spending initiatives. 

Our budget will help preserve Medi-
care, as well. It will increase spending 
on the nation’s health care program for 
seniors by an average of $20 billion a 
year for the next 10 years. That is in 
lieu of the $9 billion reduction in Medi-
care spending that the President’s 
budget recommends. 

Mr. President, we will cut the public 
debt in half over the next decade by 
abiding by the spending limits Con-
gress and the President agreed to two 
years ago. The Clinton budget, by con-
trast, would bust the spending limits 
by more than $20 billion this year alone 
and result in only half as much debt re-
duction over the next decade. 

Most importantly, the Senate budget 
proposes to return the rest of the 
emerging surpluses to taxpayers. Con-
gress would still have to pass a sepa-
rate bill later in the year that sets out 
precisely what form the tax relief 
would take, but there are many ideas. 
They range from a 10 percent across-
the-board reduction in income-tax 
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rates to more targeted relief, like re-
peal of the marriage penalty, elimi-
nation of death taxes, and reductions 
in capital-gains taxes. There are other 
ideas, too. Any of them is preferable to 
President Clinton’s plan to raise $100 
billion in new taxes and fees even 
though budget surpluses are mounting. 

Although we have succeeded in bal-
ancing the unified budget, we still have 
two very different visions of where we 
should be headed. The President has 
proposed myriad new spending pro-
grams—77 new programs in his State of 
the Union address—paid for out of the 
Social Security surplus, Medicare, and 
new taxes and fees. The Senate budget 
protects Social Security and Medicare, 
and abiding by the spending limits ap-
proved just two years ago, we begin to 
pay down the debt and provide long 
overdue tax relief to the American peo-
ple. 

I believe the Senate’s approach is a 
better one. I hope my colleagues will 
join me in voting aye. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
just say, according to the unanimous 
consent agreement, we are going to 
stay here so long as Senators want to 
offer amendments. They can either 
offer them and/or pull them, set them 
aside, or they can offer them and de-
bate them tonight. I am going to have 
to leave shortly, but I will have some-
body in my stead. We were not finished 
with the Specter amendment. I assume 
it is the regular order. It is not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. 
Mr. REID. In the morning—and I am 

confident this is appropriate, cleared 
with the manager of the bill on this 
side—we would like to line up three 
amendments that we will offer in order 
of Democrat-Republican-Democrat—in 
the right order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Do that tonight? 
Mr. REID. It would be appropriate so 

people will be here in the morning to 
do their work. It was suggested Sen-
ator KENNEDY would offer the first 
Democratic amendment, after that a 
DASCHLE and DORGAN, after that one by 
JOHN KERRY. That should get us 
through this side a good part of the 
morning. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We are not going to 
have any votes before 11. And you are 
suggesting if we are making a list in 
the morning, those are the three that 
your side wants? 

Mr. REID. First thing in the morn-
ing. Otherwise people will offer what-
ever they want tonight. 

Mr. DOMENICI. But we will offer in 
between, ours, also. 

Mr. REID. That is right. So I am say-
ing those would be the three first 
Democratic amendments in the morn-
ing. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So how would we do 
that? Whatever we take tonight would 
be set aside in any event, and then we 
would say when they are finished they 
would be set aside and the first three 
amendments to be taken up for votes 
tomorrow would be——

Mr. REID. I would say to the man-
ager of the bill, it just allows more 
order here so people know when they 
should come so we are not waiting 
around for people to do things. 

So, if I could, or if you would ask 
that in the form of a unanimous con-
sent request, it would be appreciated. 

We will try to have three also in the 
morning. We don’t have any lack of 
amendments. There will be plenty. We 
will be glad to accommodate in that re-
gard. 

Could we do that, I say to my friend 
from New Mexico, a unanimous consent 
request, if that happened in the morn-
ing, Republican and Democrat, six 
amendments? Those would be the first 
six? I mentioned the three Democrats, 
and you would have any that you be-
lieve are appropriate for Republican 
amendments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let’s 
try that. 

When we convene in the morning——
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator propounding a unanimous con-
sent request? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to. Some-
times it takes a little while. I am get-
ting tired and sleepy. 

The only amendment that could be 
ahead of all of this would be Senator 
SPECTER’s amendment. And if you have 
not used all your time tonight, you 
will get some in the morning. 

Mr. HARKIN. That’s right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. So when that is fin-

ished, when they have completed the 
pending amendment, then I ask unani-
mous consent that the next six amend-
ments be alternatively spread between 
Democrat and Republican and that the 
three Democrat amendments, when 
they are supposedly to be called up, 
will be first——

Mr. REID. First, Senator KENNEDY; 
second, Senators DASCHLE and DORGAN; 
and third, Senator JOHN KERRY. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Could you tell us 
what the second one is? 

Mr. REID. One is dealing with agri-
culture. 

Mr. DOMENICI. OK. Then the Repub-
licans will appropriately assign their 
amendments. We will make our own ar-
rangements on this side as to which 
ones go when. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, is the 
pending business the Specter amend-
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. CRAIG. The Senator from Iowa 
would debate that; is that the intent at 
this time? Would the Senator from 

Iowa mind if I introduced and laid 
aside an amendment at this moment? 
It would take me a half minute. 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, of course. 
AMENDMENT NO. 146 

(Purpose: To modify the pay-as-you-go re-
quirement of the budget process to require 
that direct spending increases be offset 
only with direct spending decreases) 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
introduce an amendment without lay-
ing the Specter amendment aside. That 
amendment is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], for 
himself, Mr. KERREY, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. 
INHOFE, proposes an amendment numbered 
146.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title II, add the following: 

SEC. . REQUIREMENT TO OFFSET DIRECT 
SPENDING INCREASES BY DIRECT 
SPENDING DECREASES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Surplus Protection Amend-
ment’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, for pur-
poses of section 202 of House Concurrent Res-
olution 67 (104th Congress), it shall not be in 
order to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that provides an increase in direct spending 
unless the increase is offset by a decrease in 
direct spending. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of di-
rect spending for a fiscal year shall be deter-
mined on the basis of estimates made by the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, this is a 
pay-go style amendment that would be 
applied to all new mandatory spending. 
I would seek to debate that in the 
morning, and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Iowa for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 157 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, may I 

ask the chief cosponsor of the Specter 
amendment how much time is left on 
our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has 15 minutes on the 
proponent’s side of the amendment. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Five zero? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thought we had an 

hour at a time, and I thought the only 
person who spoke on it is Senator 
SPECTER. How much time do we have 
on our amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. It was cut in half by 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By a pre-
vious order, the time on the amend-
ment was reduced to an hour evenly di-
vided, and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if when the Senator is finished, ob-
viously, we will not have used any 
time—we haven’t yet, have we? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know wheth-
er we would do that tonight or not. But 
Senator HUTCHINSON would like to fol-
low that with 5 minutes. I would ask 
consent that he be allowed 5 minutes 
following that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. He will be joined in 
that 5 minutes, 2 minutes that you re-
quested of me. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, there have been arrangements 
made on this side for tonight——

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I believe I have the 
floor. I just hope this time is not run-
ning against my 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is not being charged the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the President. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to the 

manager of the bill, both managers of 
the bill, it is my understanding that on 
this side tonight the order of offering 
amendments was going to be Senator 
DODD, Senator REED, Senator GRAHAM, 
two for Senator GRAHAM; is that right? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Right. 
Mr. REID. Then following that, Sen-

ator BOXER, if she chose, for a couple of 
amendments. And Senator SCHUMER 
also had one after Senator BOXER. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. OK. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a further 

inquiry. What does that do tomorrow 
to voting? Does this mean those are 
the first votes? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The first votes we 
have decided upon, the three that the 
Senator asked me for. 

Mr. DODD. So these will come after 
the first? 

Mr. DOMENICI. In some order. Let 
me just say to the Senator, I under-
stand what you have agreed to among 
yourselves, but the Senate hasn’t 
agreed to that. 

Mr. REID. We certainly understand 
that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What we would like 
to do is ask, on our side, if we might 

see if there are any Republicans that 
want to offer amendments, and they 
ought to be able to be worked into 
that. 

Mr. REID. We understood that. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I agree with 

that. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Why don’t we at-

tempt to do that. Who do we have on 
our side that has anything this 
evening? Senator COLLINS, you have an 
amendment? OK. So we——

Mr. DODD. Why doesn’t Senator HAR-
KIN start talking? 

Mr. DOMENICI. HARKIN is going to 
go, and then Senator COLLINS. Then 
you can go after that. 

Mr. DODD. Are you going to stay and 
listen to the debate? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to have 
somebody in my stead who will whisper 
everything to me in the morning when 
I arrive. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know the 
hour is late. I do not want to take from 
Senator HARKIN’s time. I ask unani-
mous consent that I be allowed to 
speak for 2 minutes as in morning busi-
ness. Senator BRYAN is a grandfather 
for the first time today, and I would 
like to take a couple minutes to recog-
nize my friend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I don’t object, but I 
would like to couple that with—do you 
want to go now or after he finishes his 
time? 

Mr. REID. He has agreed that I could 
speak prior to him. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Then immediately 
following the completion of your de-
bate, then I would like Senator HUTCH-
INSON—Senator, how much time did 
you want with Senator HUTCHINSON? 
Why don’t we give you 2, if you wanted 
1. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. One or 2 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. That they be allowed 

to speak for 7 minutes, and then we 
will proceed with whatever order is de-
cided here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Florida. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that three congres-
sional fellows in my office, Sean 
McCluskie, Matt Barry, and Angela 
Ewell-Madison, be granted the privi-
lege of the floor during further consid-
eration of the legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada. 
f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO SENATOR 
BRYAN 

Mr. REID. Mr. President,
How confusing the beams from memory’s 

lamps are; 

One day a bachelor, the next a grandpa. 
What is the secret of the trick? 
How did I get old so quick? 

—by Ogden Nash.

Mr. President, my friend, RICHARD 
BRYAN, is a grandfather today for the 
first time. His lovely wife Bonnie and 
he are extremely excited. Their oldest 
son, who is a cardiologist in Reno, at 
5:30 eastern time last evening had a 
baby, their first child, and Senator 
BRYAN’s first grandchild. 

I can’t think of a person I know who 
is a better role model for a child than 
Senator BRYAN. I hope he and Bonnie 
have all the happiness that a grand-
child can bring. I know that they will. 
I hope this beautiful boy, Conner Hud-
son Bryan, will follow in the footsteps 
of his father and enter public service. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 157 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 10 minutes. 
I am pleased to join my chairman, 

Senator SPECTER, in offering this 
amendment. Two years ago, the Senate 
went on record, 98 to 0, committing to 
double the NIH budget over 5 years. 

Last year, Senator SPECTER and I 
were able to make good on that pledge 
by providing the biggest increase ever 
for medical research. We worked hard 
to make it happen. I thank all my Sen-
ate colleagues for working with us on 
that historic accomplishment. 

The omnibus appropriations bill for 
this year contains a $2 billion, or a 15-
percent, increase for the National In-
stitutes of Health. That 15 percent puts 
us on track to meet our commitment 
to double the NIH budget for 5 years, 
which, I repeat, was voted on here 98 to 
0. 

Unfortunately, if we pass this budget 
resolution as it is, we will fall far short 
of the 15-percent increase necessary to 
maintain that commitment. 

This budget resolution shortchanges 
Americans’ health and shortchanges 
our efforts to control health care costs 
and keep Medicare solvent in the long 
run. 

At the same time that this budget 
shortchanges basic investments in 
health care, the budget before us in-
creases the Pentagon budget by $18 bil-
lion—$8.3 billion more than the Presi-
dent’s request—to defend America 
against some ill-defined international 
threat. 

What this budget should do is spend 
at least $2 billion more to defend us 
against the very real threats here at 
home every day —the threat of cancer, 
the threat of Alzheimer’s, the threat of 
diabetes, the threat of osteoporosis. 
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Recently, under the leadership of 

Senator SPECTER, we had a hearing, 
and one of our witnesses was Gen. Nor-
man Schwarzkopf. He was in town to 
urge Congress to increase its invest-
ment in medical research. He under-
stands better than most that we cannot 
mount a strong defense without ade-
quate resources. While we made some 
progress last year, we still have a long 
way to go. 

Under the budget before us, NIH will 
only be able to fund about one in four 
meritorious research proposals. Those 
are research proposals that have gone 
through the peer review process 
deemed worthy of investigation. Only 
one in four will be funded. 

In the next 30 years, the number of 
Americans over age 65 will double. 
Medical research is essential to help 
reduce the enormous economic and so-
cial burdens posed by chronic diseases 
that impact our elderly from Alz-
heimer’s and arthritis to cancer and 
Parkinson’s and stroke. 

Take Alzheimer’s disease. It alone 
costs the Nation over $100 billion a 
year. We know that simply delaying 
the onset by 5 years could save us over 
$50 billion a year. Delaying the onset of 
heart disease by 5 years would save 
over $69 billion a year. That is why I 
often say to my colleagues and others, 
if you really want to save Medicare, in-
vest in medical research. That will 
take care of the looming deficit in 
Medicare. We are on the verge of 
breakthroughs in these and other 
areas. Now is the time to boost our in-
vestment to make sure that our Na-
tion’s top scientists can turn these op-
portunities into realities. 

In addition to funding more research 
grants, another area that is critical to 
making the breakthroughs we know 
are possible is making sure we have 
state-of-the-art laboratories and equip-
ment. However, most of the research is 
currently being done in laboratories 
built in the 1950s and 1960s. 

According to the most recent Na-
tional Science Foundation study, 47 
percent of all biomedical research per-
forming institutions classified the 
amount of biological science research 
space as inadequate, and 51 percent in-
dicated they had an inadequate amount 
of medical research space. So the need 
is great. 

Our amendment is very simple. It en-
sures that the budget resolution will 
provide a $2 billion increase to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health for fiscal 
year 2000, and it is fully paid for. It is 
paid for by the very industry that has 
caused most of the deaths and disease 
in this country. 

As I said before, Mr. President, to-
bacco kills more Americans each year 
than alcohol, car accidents, suicides, 
AIDS, homicides, illegal drugs, and 
fires all put together. 

Simply put, our amendment turns to-
bacco profits toward the cure for the 

cancer, emphysema, and heart disease 
that it causes. 

During the dealings that led to the 
tobacco settlements, the tobacco law-
yers made sure that all the payments 
they made to the States would be con-
sidered ‘‘normal and necessary business 
expenses.’’ But there is nothing ordi-
nary about this settlement. The to-
bacco industry has peddled a product 
that has killed millions of Americans 
through their deceptive advertising 
and sales practices. As a result of that 
loophole in the settlement, the tobacco 
industry can write off 35 percent of 
their entire settlement payment. That 
means American taxpayers, not big to-
bacco, will have to cough up as much 
as 35 percent of the cost, $2 billion this 
year alone, and continuing the next 25 
years of the tobacco settlement. 

In effect, the tobacco settlement is a 
$70 billion tax on the American people. 
What our amendment says is that basi-
cally the tobacco companies will not be 
able to deduct from their Federal taxes 
the amount of money that they pay to 
the States for this settlement. The 
American people have paid enough. To 
make them pay an additional $70 bil-
lion to cover up for the tobacco compa-
nies’ tax deductions for their settle-
ments is adding insult to death and in-
jury. 

Let me add one other thing, Mr. 
President. I have heard there is some 
misinformation floating out there 
about our amendment. Let me be clear. 
Our amendment would have absolutely 
no impact on the amount of settlement 
funds going to the States. The settle-
ment has a clause that requires a dol-
lar-for-dollar reduction in payments to 
the States if additional taxes are raised 
on tobacco and spent by the States, if 
the money is remitted to the States. 
Not one penny of the Specter amend-
ment would go to the States but would 
all go to the National Institutes of 
Health. Therefore, it in no way violates 
that provision of the settlement. 

Mr. President, I have a letter dated 
today from the Congressional Research 
Service that makes it very clear that 
our amendment does not violate the 
master settlement agreement made be-
tween the States and tobacco compa-
nies. I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

MEMORANDUM 

To: Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
Attention: Mary Dietrich. 

From: Stephen Redhead, Specialist in Public 
Health, Domestic Science Policy Divi-
sion. 

Subject: MSA Federal Legislation Offset. 
Under Section X of the Master Settlement 

Agreement (MSA), annual payments to 
states are subject to a federal tobacco-legis-
lation offset: If new federal legislation that 
requires tobacco companies to make pay-
ments (‘‘settlement payments, taxes, or any 
other means’’) to the federal government is 

enacted on or before November 30, 2002, and 
some portion of that money is made avail-
able to the states as (i) unrestricted funds, or 
(ii) earmarked for health care (including to-
bacco-related health care), those payments 
may be offset, dollar for dollar, from the an-
nual payments to states. 

S. Con. Res. 20 proposes federal legislation 
that would disallow the tobacco companies’ 
federal income tax deduction for the MSA 
payments and use $1.4 billion of the resulting 
revenues to fund biomedical research at the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH). There is 
some concern that such legislation might 
lead to a reduction in the MSA payments to 
states by triggering the federal tobacco-leg-
islation offset. 

Although legislation disallowing a federal 
income tax deduction for tobacco settlement 
payments meets the Section X definition 
above, earmarking a portion of the funds for 
NIH research would not appear, by itself, to 
satisfy the criterion that money be ‘‘made 
available’’ to the states. NIH awards grants 
to individual researchers and research insti-
tutions under a variety of grant programs, 
but not to states. 

S. Con. Res. 20 might very possibly lead to 
a reduction in state settlement payments be-
cause of the MSA’s volume-of-sales adjust-
ment, which links the payments to the num-
ber of packs of cigarettes sold. If the compa-
nies are disallowed the federal tax deduction, 
then they will have to increase prices to 
raise the necessary revenue to pay the taxes. 
The companies have already increased prices 
by 75 cents a pack over the past 2 years, 
which appears to have reduced consumption. 
If the additional price increase further de-
presses consumption, then under the volume-
of-sales adjustment the states’ payments 
will be reduced proportionately. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, let me 
close by saying that we went on record 
98–0 to double the NIH budget over the 
next 5 years. Last year, Senator SPEC-
TER and I and others were able to put 
that 15-percent increase in there to get 
us on that road. This budget this year 
pulls the rug out from under that. 

The people of America want us to in-
vest in medical research. They want us 
to double the NIH budget. They believe 
it is important. 

In a recent poll taken of the Amer-
ican people, more than 67 percent sup-
port doubling the research budget at 
NIH; 85 percent said it is important for 
us to maintain our leadership in med-
ical research; 61 percent of the Amer-
ican people polled said they would be 
willing to pay $1 more a week in taxes 
to increase health research. The sup-
port is there. 

There is no reason why the tobacco 
companies ought to be able to deduct 
from their Federal taxes the money 
that they are giving to the States in 
that settlement. They wrote it in that 
agreement, but that does not bind us. 

This amendment does not violate the 
agreement. What it does is it saves the 
American taxpayers over $70 billion 
that they will have to pay to save the 
tobacco companies their money. 

This amendment also saves Medi-
care—by putting this money into med-
ical research to help solve the diseases 
of Alzheimer’s, osteoporosis, arthritis, 
and diabetes. If you want to save Medi-
care, adopt the Specter amendment. If 
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you want to save the taxpayers money, 
adopt the Specter amendment. If you 
want to save peoples’ lives, adopt the 
Specter amendment. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have remaining on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes 22 seconds. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to sponsor the 
amendment to increase funding for 
health research by $2 billion. I do so be-
cause we must confront disease as seri-
ously as we confront war. This means 
we must support our brightest minds, 
we must have a clear battle plan and 
we must find the resolve to win the war 
against disease. 

This amendment comes on the heels 
of several previous efforts. First, in 
1997, the Senate adopted the Mack-
Feinstein amendment 98 to 0, urging 
Congress to double the budget of the 
National Institutes of Health over 5 
years. Second, last year, Congress gave 
the National Institutes of Health an in-
crease of 15 percent, funding NIH at $16 
billion, the first step toward doubling. 
Third, on February 2, when we learned 
that the President’s FY 2000 budget 
proposed only a 2 percent increase, not 
even enough to keep up with inflation, 
I wrote the President and urging in-
stead that NIH funding be doubled by 
2004. 

It is a sad comment on our nation 
that the National Institutes of Health 
in FY 1999 can only fund 31 percent of 
grant applications. grants. The Na-
tional Cancer Institute can only fund 
31 percent. This is less than one-third 
of applications worthy of funding. This 
low funding rate leaves a vast wealth 
of knowledge unobtained, unexplored, 
diseases not cured and not treated. 

There are many scientifically prom-
ising areas of research to which these 
funds could be devoted. They include 
gaining a clearer understanding of neu-
ral development; improving identifica-
tion of inherited mutations which con-
tribute to cancer risk; better under-
standing the interplay between genet-
ics and environmental risk factors; un-
covering the causes of over 5,000 known 
rare diseases affecting over 20 million 
Americans. 

In cancer, a special interest of mine, 
the President requests only a 2 percent 
increase in FY 2000. NCI Director Dr. 
Richard Klausner has said that with 
this minimal increase, NCI would fund 
10 percent fewer grants, according to 
the February 12 Cancer Letter. The Na-
tional Cancer Advisory Board said this 
budget will ‘‘seriously damage the Na-
tional Cancer Program.’’ 

Last September, the Senate Cancer 
Coalition which I cochair, held a hear-
ing for the Cancer March who said that 
cancer has reached epidemic propor-
tions and if current rates continue, one 
quarter of our population will die from 
cancer. Because of the aging of the pop-
ulation, the incidence of cancer will 

reaching ‘‘staggering proportions’’ by 
2010, with increase of 29 percent in inci-
dence and 25 percent in deaths, at a 
cost of over $200 billion per year. They 
argued that these compelling statistics 
call for raising funding for cancer re-
search to $10 billion by 2003, a 20 per-
cent increase each year. 

The National Cancer Institute has 
identified 5 promising areas of research 
in its FY 2000 ‘‘bypass budget.’’ They 
are as follows: (1) Cancer genetics, 
identify and characterize every major 
human gene predisposing to cancer. (2) 
Preclinical models of cancer, study 
genes and effects of alterations of them 
in animals ; (3) Diagnostic tech-
nologies, to improve the sensitivity of 
technologies to detect smaller numbers 
of tumor cells; (4) Better understanding 
the unique characteristics of cells and 
why it turns into a cancerous cell. 

There are still many—too many—dis-
eases for which we have no cure. This 
year, 1.2 million cases will be diag-
nosed this year and 563,100 Americans 
will die. But we spend one-tenth of one 
cent of every federal dollar on cancer 
research. The mortality rates for many 
cancers, like prostate, liver, skin and 
kidney, continue to increase. AIDS has 
surpassed accidents as the leading kill-
er of young adults; it is now the lead-
ing cause of death among Americans 
ages 25 to 44. Diabetes and asthma are 
rising. 40,000 infants die each year from 
devastating diseases. Seven to 10 per-
cent of children are learning disabled. 
Birth defects affecting function occur 
in 7% of deliveries or 250,000 of births. 

The baby boom generation is getting 
older. Over the 30 years, the number of 
Americans over age 65 will double. As 
our population ages, we are seeing an 
increase in chronic and degenerative 
diseases like arthritis, cancer, 
osteoporosis, Parkinson’s and Alz-
heimer’s. For example, the 4 million 
people with Alzheimer’s Disease today 
will more than triple, to 14 million, by 
the middle of the next century—unless 
we find a way to prevent or cure it. 
Health care costs will grow exponen-
tially and we see that in part reflected 
in our budget debates over Medicare 
and Medicaid expenditures. The total 
annual cost of Alzheimer’s today is $100 
billion. By delaying the onset by 5 
years, we can save $50 billion annually. 

In January, we learned from the In-
stitute of Medicine’s study, The Un-
equal Burden of Cancer, that not all 
segments of our population benefit 
fully from our advances in under-
standing cancer. African-American 
males develop cancer 15 percent more 
frequently than white males. Stomach 
and liver cancers are more prevalent 
among Asian Americans. Cervical can-
cer strikes Hispanic and Vietnamese 
American women more than others. 
Many ethnic minorities experience 
poorer cancer survival rates than 
whites. American Indians have the low-
est cancer survival rates of any U.S. 

ethnic group. This study reported that 
by 2050 there will be no majority popu-
lation in the U.S. And our hearings of 
the Cancer Coalition have revealed 
that minorities are underrepresented 
in cancer clinical trials. 

Discoveries from health research can 
reduce health care costs. Cancer costs 
the economy $104 annually; heart dis-
ease, $128 billion; diabetes, $138 billion. 
Research can cuts costs. A delay in the 
onset of stroke could save $15 billion 
and a delay in the onset of Parkinson’s 
disease could save $3 billion annually. 
For every $1.00 spent on measles/
mumps/rubella vaccine, $21.00 is saved. 
For the diphtheria/tetanus/pertussis 
vaccine, $29 is saved. Reducing hip frac-
tures, the cause of one in five nursing 
home admissions can cut nursing home 
costs by $333 million in one year alone. 
Delaying the onset of hearing impair-
ment by 5 years in the 30 percent of 
adults age 65 to 75 who have impair-
ment, can save $15 billion annually. 

The United States is the world’s lead-
er in developing sophisticated treat-
ments for illnesses and diseases, in 
making important medical discoveries 
and in improving human life expect-
ancy. Yet, we are spending only three 
cents of every health care dollar spent 
in this country on health research. 
NIH’s budget is less than one percent of 
the federal budget. 

Funding NIH like a yoyo discourages 
the medical community from pursuing 
research. It is like a damper on ideas, 
on promising lines of scientific pursuit, 
that get snuffed out while being born. 
The National Academy of Sciences has 
said that we are not producing enough 
research scientists. That is in part due 
to the lack of assurance that health re-
search has the priority it deserves. 

We can do better. 
The public is with us. A 1998 Research 

America poll found that most Ameri-
cans support doubling funding for med-
ical research in 5 years and over 60 per-
cent of people in 25 states said they are 
willing to contribute another $1.00 per 
week in taxes for health research. 

Mr. President, when President 
Franklin Roosevelt dedicated the new 
National Institutes of Health research 
facility on October 31, 1940 in the mid-
dle of World War II, he said, ‘‘We can-
not be a strong nation unless we are a 
healthy nation. And so we must recruit 
not only men and materials but also 
knowledge and science in the service of 
national strength . . . I dedicate [this 
Institute] to the underlying philosophy 
of public health; to the conservation of 
life; to the wise use of the vital re-
sources of the nation.’’ That challenge 
is no less important today as it was in 
1940. 

I believe the public wants us to 
launch a war on disease and that the 
public sees medical research as an im-
portant priority of their federal gov-
ernment. I urge passage of this amend-
ment. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I reserve 

the remainder of the time for Senator 
SPECTER in the morning, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks time? 

AMENDMENT NO. 159 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

on TEA–21 funding and the States)

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside and send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 159.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TEA–21 FUND-
ING AND THE STATES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) on May 22, 1998, the Senate overwhelm-

ingly approved the conference committee re-
port on H.R. 2400, the Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century, in a 88–5 roll call 
vote; 

(2) also on May 22, 1998, the House of Rep-
resentatives approved the conference com-
mittee report on this bill in a 297–86 recorded 
vote; 

(3) on June 9, 1998, President Clinton 
signed this bill into law, thereby making it 
Public Law 105–178; 

(4) the TEA–21 legislation was a com-
prehensive reauthorization of Federal high-
way and mass transit programs, which au-
thorized approximately $216,000,000,000 in 
Federal transportation spending over the 
next 6 fiscal years; 

(5) section 1105 of this legislation called for 
any excess Federal gasoline tax revenues to 
be provided to the States under the formulas 
established by the final version of TEA–21; 
and 

(6) the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget 
request contained a proposal to distribute 
approximately $1,000,000,000 in excess Federal 
gasoline tax revenues that was not con-
sistent with the provisions of section 1105 of 
TEA–21 and would deprive States of needed 
revenues. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and any legislation enacted pursuant to 
this resolution assume that the President’s 
fiscal year 2000 budget proposal to change 
the manner in which any excess Federal gas-
oline tax revenues are distributed to the 
States will not be implemented, but rather 
any of these funds will be distributed to the 
States pursuant to section 1105 of TEA–21. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion to give the Senate the opportunity 
to express its clear commitment to en-
suring that Federal gasoline tax reve-
nues in fiscal year 2000 be distributed 
to the 50 States in accordance with the 
formula in the 1998 highway bill, the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 

Century—or TEA–21 bill, as it is fre-
quently called. 

Mr. President, let me explain the ac-
tion that has prompted my amendment 
and my concern. President Clinton’s 
fiscal year 2000 budget contains a pro-
posal which essentially changes the gas 
tax rules in the middle of the game. 
The President would distribute ap-
proximately $1 billion in higher-than-
expected Federal gas tax revenues to a 
variety of transportation projects, 
rather than following the formula in 
the current law. Instead of distributing 
these extra moneys to the States, as 
required by the 1998 highway bill, en-
acted only 9 months ago, the President 
would divert these funds to other 
projects. 

To be precise, section 1105 of last 
year’s highway bill expressly provides 
that any additional Federal gas tax 
revenues above the levels envisioned in 
the act should be distributed to 50 
States under the highway bill’s for-
mulas. These funds are extremely im-
portant to the States. They support a 
variety of important transportation 
programs authorized by the TEA–21 
bill. 

It now appears that the Federal Gov-
ernment will receive roughly $1.5 bil-
lion in extra Federal gasoline tax reve-
nues next year. The President, how-
ever, proposes to take $1 billion of 
these extra revenues and spend them 
on a variety of Federal transportation 
programs, contravening current Fed-
eral law. 

Mr. President, if the full $1.5 billion 
were allocated to the States under ex-
isting law, the State of Maine would 
receive roughly $7 million in much 
needed additional highway funds in fis-
cal year 2000. Under the President’s 
proposal, however, which diverts $1 bil-
lion of these gasoline tax funds, the 
State of Maine would receive only $3.4 
million in extra highway funds. This is 
a reduction of more than 50 percent in 
the funds that would otherwise be allo-
cated to the State of Maine. 

In short, if President Clinton’s pro-
posal were implemented, the State of 
Maine would lose approximately $3.6 
million in critically needed Federal 
highway funds next year. The Presi-
dent’s plan is unfair to Maine, it is un-
fair to the other States, and it should 
not be implemented. It changes course 
midstream in a way that harms our 
States’ ability to meet their transpor-
tation needs. States should be able to 
rely on the Federal Government to 
abide by the commitment that it made 
only last May. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased that 
the Budget Committee’s report accom-
panying the budget resolution states as 
follows:

The committee-reported resolution does 
not assume the President’s proposal to 
change the distribution of additional High-
way Trust Fund revenues under TEA–21.

My sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
simply clarifies this language and reit-

erates the intent behind it. That is, 
that we should follow the dictates of 
the 1998 highway bill and allow any and 
all extra Federal gas tax moneys to go 
to the States under the terms and the 
conditions of the highway law. 

Approving the sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution would allow the Senate to 
clearly express its disapproval of the 
President’s plan. We should not change 
the rules. We should follow the alloca-
tion in the highway bill. We should 
keep the promise that we made just 
last May. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DODD. I am listening to the ar-

gument the Senator has made, and I 
am curious. Is there a chart or list that 
would inform us how our States would 
be doing under this different formula of 
which we ought to be aware? 

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to attempt 
to produce that information for the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

It is a concern of many States that 
they would receive less money under 
the President’s budget than they would 
receive if the highway bill were al-
lowed to just work under current law. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if my col-
league would yield further, coming 
from the Northeast and New England, 
we have recently seen stories in news-
papers of gas prices going up in the 
peak travel season for our States. I 
think it may be national in scope, but 
we feel it particularly in the North-
east. 

I commend my colleague from Maine 
for making this proposal. I think it can 
be a great help, particularly when we 
find the battle over some of the for-
mulas, and where need exists. Cer-
tainly the Senator from Maine has a 
great need with a lot of roads, a lot of 
highways, and a relatively small popu-
lation. 

It is an important amendment. I 
commend her for that. I might join her 
as a cosponsor in it. 

Ms. COLLINS. I very much welcome 
the support of the Senator from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that in terms of 
the manager, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, this is acceptable. 
As far as I am concerned, it would be 
acceptable on our side. Therefore, it is 
fair to say we will accept it. 

Ms. COLLINS. I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 159) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Ms. COLLINS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
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the Budget Committee for their co-
operation. 

Mr. DODD. I want to take note. I 
think it was my persuasive arguments 
that persuaded the ranking Democrat 
to support the amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 160 
(Purpose: To increase the mandatory spend-

ing in the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant by $7.5 billion over five years, 
the amendment reduces the resolution’s 
tax cut and leaves adequate room in the 
revenue instructions for targeted tax cuts 
that help families with the costs of caring 
for their children, and that such relief 
would assist all working families with em-
ployment related child care expenses, as 
well as families in which one parent stays 
home to care for an infant)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending amend-
ment be set aside, and I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows:
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 

for himself, and Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. KERRY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 160.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 

through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,513,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,586,965,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,650,257,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,683,438,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,737,646,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,807,517,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,870,515,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,716,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,284,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$30,805,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$47,184,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$60,639,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$107,275,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$133,754,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$148,692,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$175,195,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,457,294,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,488,477,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,562,013,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,614,278,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,667,843,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2006: $1,699,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,754,567,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,815,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,875,969,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,513,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,584,066,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,640,426,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,668,608,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,717,883,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,782,697,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,842,699,000,000. 
On page 28, strike beginning with line 13 

through page 31, line 19, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $244,390,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,088,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,873,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,620,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,411,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,886,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,674,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $287,576,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,384,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $299,942,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $300,126,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $306,155,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $306,593,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $312,047,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $312,948,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $325,315,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $326,766,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $335,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $337,104,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $136,989,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$762,544,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that Amy Sussman, a 
fellow in my office, be allowed privi-
leges of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. I ask unanimous consent 
that my colleagues Senator JEFFORDS 
of Vermont, Senator KENNEDY, Senator 
KOHL, Senator WELLSTONE, Senator 
MURRAY, Senator BINGAMAN, Senator 
JOHNSON, and Senator KERRY of Massa-
chusetts be added as cosponsors to this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, many of 
my colleagues may know that 9 years 
ago my colleague from Utah and I of-
fered and authored the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990. 

Year after year, we have talked 
about this important program and 

about what a difference we think it has 
made in the lives of working families. 

Any Member of this body who has 
spent time in his or her State over the 
past 2 months enters this debate about 
budget priorities knowing with abso-
lute certainty that very few issues 
weigh as heavily on the minds of par-
ents across this country than how their 
children are being cared for. Parents 
worry they can’t afford to take time 
away from work to be with their chil-
dren. When they must work, they 
worry that the child care they need 
will be unavailable, unaffordable, or 
unsafe. It is a constant daily struggle 
for parents with young children in this 
country. It is a constant source of con-
cern for parents all across the Nation. 

Helping these families does not re-
quire inventing a slew of new pro-
grams. We already have the Child Care 
and Development Block grant, a pro-
gram that works and that enjoys 
strong bipartisan support. 

This block grant is a model of flexi-
bility. It provides direct financial as-
sistance to help families pay for child 
care. It does not dictate where that 
child care must be provided. Parents 
can choose a child care center, they 
can have a home-based provider, a 
neighbor, a church, a relative, what-
ever they think is best for their child. 

In our opinion, this is an excellent 
program. In fact, its only downside is 
that the level that it is currently fund-
ed at reaches far too few families in 
this country. As a result of under-
funding, the child care block grant—
now almost a decade old—can only 
serve 1 out of every 10 children. This 
graph highlights that: Out of every 10 
children who are eligible, only 1 today 
can actually take advantage of the 
child care block grant. 

Consequently, States have had to em-
ploy various strategies to ration the 
subsidies that these block grants pro-
vide. 

Almost all States without exception 
have lowered their income-eligibility 
requirements far below the federally 
allowed level—85 percent of the State’s 
median family income, or approxi-
mately $35,000. 

I notice the presence of our colleague 
from Ohio, and I know as a former Gov-
ernor how he wrestled with these 
issues. I think he knows very graphi-
cally what I am about to describe for 
other colleagues. The Presiding Officer 
was a Governor and he can appreciate 
this as well. 

Because of underfunding, over 20 
states have cut off all assistance to 
families of three earning over $25,000. 
Fourteen States have cut assistance 
for families earning over $20,000. Seven 
States are even more stringent: Wyo-
ming, Alabama, Missouri, Kentucky, 
Iowa, South Carolina, and West Vir-
ginia cut off subsidies for families 
earning more than $17,000 a year—half 
the income level that is allowed for 
under Federal law. 
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What is the effect of this? What hap-

pens? In some States, subsidies are 
only provided to parents on or moving 
off welfare. Working families out there 
living on the margin can’t get any 
help. This is not what I think any of us 
intended to have happen. 

This graph shows that 52 percent of 
the child care needs of working fami-
lies cannot be met with current fund-
ing schemes. They are either locked 
out by strict State income eligibility 
requirements, they are locked out by 
long waiting lists, or they are locked 
out by subsidies that are too low to pay 
for the child care they need. 

Even with these strict income eligi-
bility requirements, as I mentioned, 
many States have long waiting lists. 
How bad are the waiting lists? In Cali-
fornia, 200,000 children are on waiting 
lists for child care slots. In the State of 
Texas, it is 36,000; Massachusetts, 
16,000; Pennsylvania, almost 13,000; Ala-
bama, 19,000; Georgia, 44,500. 

Other States ration their limited 
child care dollars by paying child care 
providers far below the market rate—
again, trying hard to guard these dol-
lars carefully. 

For example, my own State of Con-
necticut has been unable to raise the 
payment rates for child care providers 
for 7 years. Even during a robust econ-
omy, we have not been able to increase 
the pay of child care providers because 
of the lack of funding in the child 
block grant program. It isn’t hard to 
see that paying unrealistically low 
rates makes providers reluctant to ac-
cept subsidized children. It also isn’t 
hard to see that this practice jeopard-
izes the ability of families who do get 
assistance to find good quality child 
care. 

When you look at the astronomical 
costs of child care, you can see how all 
of these rationing practices put fami-
lies in a crisis. 

Let me draw the attention of my col-
leagues to this last chart here. These 
are annual child care fees across the 
country for children of selected ages. I 
have picked a cross section, with some 
of the highest and some of the less 
costly States, to give examples. I have 
broken it down by the cost of an in-
fant, which is the highest child care 
cost, a 3-year-old, and a 6-year-old. The 
highest-cost State is Massachusetts. In 
Massachusetts, to take care of a 1-
year-old child, the annual cost is 
$11,860; for a 3-year-old, it is $8,840; for 
a 6-year-old, it is $6,660. If you go down 
the list, I have done North Carolina, 
Florida, Minnesota, Texas, Colorado, 
and California. 

Consider these numbers for a minute 
and recall what I showed you about 
how States have lowered the financial 
eligibility criteria down to as low as 
$17,000. It means that if you live in one 
of the states with strict income eligi-
bility, you might earn $21,000 and not 
qualify for the subsidy, but still be 

paying $8,580 for the care of an infant. 
If you make $21,000 and have an $8,500 
yearly child care bill—you are getting 
close to paying 50 percent of your gross 
income to care for one child. 

If my colleagues would like, I will 
have this information before the vote 
tomorrow for each State to give Mem-
bers some idea on what the waiting 
lists are like, to get some sense of how 
important an issue this is for the fami-
lies living in your States. 

Without help in paying the $4,000 to 
$11,000 a year that child care can cost, 
low-income working families are forced 
into the untenable position of placing 
their children in an unsafe, makeshift 
child care arrangement or forgoing em-
ployment. 

Unfortunately, what we have before 
us is a budget that chooses to ignore 
this problem. I say, with all due re-
spect, to those who have to draft these 
budgets, what we have before us is a 
budget that disregards these needs. 

We are being asked to endorse a 
budget that doesn’t just fail to provide 
for an increase in child care funding 
but in fact would cut discretionary 
child care spending by $122 million in 
fiscal year 2000—cutting off assistance 
to some 34,000 children in the first 
year, and up to 79,000 by the fifth year 
of the program—in order to pay for tax 
cuts for the more affluent citizens in 
our society. 

I have heard my colleagues all across 
this Chamber repeatedly say that they 
only want to return the surplus to 
working families. That is hard to 
argue. But that is what this amend-
ment does. Working people need this. 

This amendment provides an addi-
tional $7.5 billion over 5 years for the 
Child Care and Development Block 
Grant, which goes directly to families 
to help them pay for child care—by a 
church, by neighbors, by family mem-
bers, We pay for this funding increase 
by reducing the proposed $800 billion 
tax cut by the same $7.5 billion over 5 
years. I don’t think that is too big a 
chunk out of that for a very serious 
program which needs help. 

We also make a non-binding state-
ment that if there is a tax cut, we want 
a tax credit for child care that helps all 
working families as well as all parents 
who stay home to care for an infant. 

That is a critically important issue if 
you are in the working poor category. 
If you are down at the $15,000 to $25,000 
income level, a non-refundable tax 
credit is not very valuable to you be-
cause you probably have little or no 
tax bill. Without making the credit re-
fundable, you don’t get much benefit. 

I hope, Mr. President, that my col-
leagues will seriously consider this 
amendment. Too often these amend-
ments come up and people sort of blow 
by them, and just march in lockstep. 

If we don’t adopt this amendment, we 
will be very limited in the type of child 
care funding increases we can seek this 

year. If it is not in the budget as part 
of a mandatory spending, I’m essen-
tially closed out for the year. 

Others have said in the past, ‘‘Don’t 
make it mandatory. Take your best 
shot in the discretionary spending and 
fight over appropriations that.’’ I have 
tried that over the years, I say to my 
colleagues. You just don’t win. And 
this year will be harder than ever be-
cause, as you know, we have about a 12 
percent across-the-board cut in non-
defense discretionary programs. For 
me to get $7.5 billion over 5 years in a 
discretionary nondefense appropria-
tions battle, is not going to happen. 

You have to ask yourself a tough 
question: Regarding that $800 billion 
tax cut, as important as it is to many 
of you, would you mind reducing it by 
$7.5 billion over 5 years to try to make 
a difference here for working families 
who need child care? 

You also have to ask if tax credits 
should go to all working families and 
stay-at-home parents. Low-income 
families in both these situations make 
tough choices and they ought to have 
the backing of their representatives in 
Congress, in my view. 

I ask my colleagues who are here this 
evening, or others who may be watch-
ing the debate, before the vote tomor-
row, to please take a hard look at this 
amendment and see if you can find a 
way to be supportive of it. This is the 
only opportunity we will have to really 
deal with this issue, and unless it is in-
cluded in this budget resolution, it is 
essentially off the table. That is it for 
the 106th Congress. This is our one op-
portunity to do something to help 
these families.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Sen-
ator DODD and I offer this amendment 
to do more to help working families se-
cure quality child care. 

Child care is one of the most impor-
tant challenges facing the Nation. The 
need to improve the affordability, ac-
cessibility, and quality of child care is 
indisputable. Every day, millions of 
parents go to work and entrust their 
children to the care of others. An esti-
mated 13 million children under 6 years 
old are regularly in child care. 

Every working parent wants to be 
sure that their children are safe and 
well cared for. Yet child care can be a 
staggering financial burden, consuming 
up to a quarter of the income of low-in-
come families. Child care can easily 
cost between $4,000 and $10,000 for one 
child. But about half of all young chil-
dren live in families with incomes 
below $35,000. And two parents working 
full-time at the minimum wage earn 
only $21,400. These parents—working 
parents—constantly must choose be-
tween paying their rent or mortgage, 
buying food, and being able to afford 
the quality care their children need. 

Existing child care investments fall 
far short of meeting the needs of these 
parents and their children. Today, 10 
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million low-income children theoreti-
cally qualify for services under current 
Federal child care programs. But be-
cause of lack of funding, only one in 
ten of these children actually receive 
it. The need is great and a ratio like 
that is unacceptable. 

Making sure that all children receive 
quality care especially in the early 
years, is one of the best possible invest-
ments in America’s future. We know 
the enormous human potential that 
can be fulfilled by ensuring that all 
children get adequate attention and 
stimulation during the first three 
years of life. Quality child development 
increases creativity and productivity 
in our workforce. There is less need for 
remedial education and less delin-
quency. Safe, reliable care offers stable 
relationships and intellectually stimu-
lating activities. Child care that ful-
fills these goals can make all the dif-
ference in enabling children to learn, 
grow, and reach their potential. If we 
are serious about putting parents to 
work and protecting children, we must 
invest more in child care help for fami-
lies. 

President Clinton has put families 
first by giving child care the high pri-
ority it deserves. Senate Democrats 
have proposed an increase in our com-
mitment to child care by at least $7.5 
billion in mandatory spending over the 
next 5 years, almost doubling the num-
ber of children served from 1 million to 
2 million in 2005. 

The benefits from investing in chil-
dren are substantial and many. A life-
time of health costs are lower when 
children are supervised, educated about 
their health, and taught to develop 
healthy habits. Parents’ productivity 
improves when they know that their 
children are well cared for. Education 
costs decrease when children enter 
school ready to learn. By expanding 
child care and child development pro-
grams, we invest in children, their fu-
ture, and the country’s future. 

Yet this budget resolution allots no 
funds for increased child care and de-
velopment programs. In fact, the Re-
publican budget slashes funds for crit-
ical programs for children. It denies 
100,000 children the Head Start services 
that help them come to school ready to 
learn. It makes it impossible to reach 
the goal of serving a million children 
in Head Start by 2002. The message 
contained in the budget resolution is 
clear—children are not a priority. 

The Nation’s children and families 
deserve a budget that invests in the 
right priorities—not the priorities of 
the right wing. This Republican budget 
makes children a non-priority—and 
gives high priority to an $800 billion 
tax cut for the wealthy. Those prior-
ities are wrong for children, wrong for 
Congress, and wrong for the Nation. 

Now, when we have a large national 
surplus and a strong economy, it is 
time to invest in our most valuable re-

source—our children. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. VOINOVICH addressed the Chair. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, parliamen-

tary inquiry: Are we going back and 
forth to each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no order. However, there is an amend-
ment pending. 

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent 
to lay the amendment aside. My 
amendment is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think it 
is informal to go back and forth. 

Mr. REED. I withdraw my unanimous 
consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thanks the Senator. 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 161 

(Purpose: Use on-budget surplus to repay the 
debt instead of tax cuts)

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH] 
proposes an amendment numbered 161.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, we 
are debating a budget resolution in the 
Senate that will provide an outline for 
our Nation’s spending for the next fis-
cal year. With the assurances of the 
Republican leadership, we will be 
sticking to our guns on the spending 
caps that we agreed to in the 1997 bal-
anced budget agreement. And we will 
lock away the Social Security trust 
funds in a lockbox. 

Earlier today, the Senate reaffirmed 
its commitment to Social Security, 
voting unanimously 99 to 0 that cur-
rent and future Social Security trust 
funds should remain only for Social Se-
curity. It was the right thing to do. 
But incredibly, President Clinton has 
threatened to veto a similar measure, 
the Abraham-Domenici Social Security 
lockbox bill. It is unconscionable for 
the President to undermine the efforts 
of Congress to save Social Security 
just so he can use the Social Security 
surplus to pay for his pet projects. 

As cosponsor of the lockbox legisla-
tion, I believe it represents a golden 
opportunity to show that Washington 
is serious about keeping its word to our 
seniors and future retirees. Since the 
Senate voted 99 to 0 this afternoon, I 

expect that all of my Democratic col-
leagues will vote for the Social Secu-
rity lockbox bill when it comes to the 
floor and urge the President not to 
veto this legislation. 

The Senate meanwhile will have to 
make some tough budget choices in fis-
cal year 2000, and we will have to do 
more with less. It is not going to be 
easy, because we have so many com-
peting demands chasing so few dol-
lars—demands such as military pay 
and readiness, education, and perhaps 
Medicare. And, yes; now that the Presi-
dent has started to bomb Kosovo we 
may need a lot more money to pay for 
a brand new war. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
this evening that the cost of that war 
is coming out of the Social Security 
surplus. The money to pay for that war 
is being paid for out of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. 

I also recognize that we may have to 
deal with emergencies as they occur. I 
applaud the chairman of the Budget 
Committee for drafting a resolution 
that addresses those needs. Under his 
leadership, Senator DOMENICI has ac-
knowledged that we must reserve $131 
billion, or what I would like to call a 
rainy day fund, that may only be 
used—let me stress—may only be used 
for Medicare, agriculture, Federal 
emergencies, or debt reduction. 

While the chairman and I agree on 
that point, I do respectfully have a dif-
ference of opinion on using the 
onbudget surplus for tax cuts. 

The amendment that I am offering is 
a simple one. It takes the tax cuts pro-
posed in the budget resolution and uses 
the money to pay down the debt. Let 
me say again, under my amendment, 
we would take the $778 billion in tax 
cuts and use the money to pay down 
the debt. If my amendment is adopted 
and we use the onbudget surplus for 
debt reduction, then publicly held debt 
will drop from $3.68 trillion today to 
$960 billion by the year 2009. 

Mr. President, we can’t let this op-
portunity pass by, because if we look 
at this chart, we can see how vital it is 
to bring down our debt. This is what 
our debt was back in 1940. As you will 
notice, at the end of the Vietnam war, 
this debt skyrocketed, like Senator 
Glenn going up in the STS–95. Once we 
commingled the Social Security sur-
plus with the general funds of this 
country, we started to use that surplus 
and borrow money to pay for tax reduc-
tions and spending increases. We now 
have increased that debt. When I was 
mayor of the city of Cleveland back in 
1979, it was $750 billion at that time. It 
is $5.6 trillion today, almost a 600-per-
cent increase in the national debt. 

Why should we do this rather than 
use this money to reduce taxes? 

First of all, if we pay down the debt, 
we are going to decrease our massive 
interest payments on the national 
debt. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00079 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.002 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5572 March 24, 1999
No. 2, we will expand the economy. 
No. 3, we will lower interest rates for 

families. 
No. 4, we are going to have less need 

for future tax hikes. It will decrease 
the overall interest paid on the debt. 

Right now, this is hard to believe, 
but we are spending over $600 million 
per day—do you hear me—per day, just 
to service the interest on the national 
debt. 

Let’s look at what that means. Most 
of the American people are not aware 
of what is going on here. Here are the 
entitlements, 54 percent; net interest, 
look at this, 14 percent of the money 
going for net interest; national defense, 
15 percent; and nondefense discre-
tionary, 17 percent. 

Look at what has happened. When 
Janet, my wife, and I got married back 
in 1962, we were spending 6 cents per 
dollar on the interest. Today it is 14 
cents. 

The next chart, let’s look at what 
that interest is doing. The interest on 
the national debt, as you can see, is a 
little bit below defense. But look at 
Medicare. We are spending more money 
today in the United States of America 
on the interest on national debt than 
we are on Medicare. And for education, 
we are spending five times more money 
on interest than we are on education. 
And for medical research, we are spend-
ing 15 times more money on interest 
than on the National Institutes of 
Health. That is what is going on today. 

No. 2, it will expand the economy. 
No. 3, it will lower the interest rate 

for individual families. 
As Alan Greenspan attests, a decreas-

ing national debt will bolster a strong 
economy and allow individual interest 
rates to fall. 

Everybody who is an expert—talk to 
Dan Crippen, of the Congressional 
Budget Office, or David Walker, who is 
the new Comptroller General at GAO. 
Ask them: If you have a surplus, what 
should you do with it? They will come 
back and say, ‘‘Reduce the national 
debt.’’ 

These lower interest rates give mid-
dle-class Americans the ability to pur-
chase homes. That is what keeps inter-
est rates down. They are able to refi-
nance mortgages and buy automobiles. 
The savings gives them some real 
money to either save, invest, or put it 
back into the economy. 

With the low-interest rates that we 
have enjoyed, over 17 million Ameri-
cans have refinanced their homes since 
1993. Just think of the people that you 
know who have refinanced their homes 
because we have kept interest rates 
down. If we pay off or reduce the na-
tional debt, those rates will continue 
to come down. These homeowners have 
saved millions of dollars in mortgage 
payments per year. In fact, one of my 
staff members refinanced his modest 
duplex home in 1998. By refinancing, 
his yearly savings will be $2,160 a year. 

That is more than $50,000 he is going to 
save over the 25 years left on his mort-
gage. 

If we could lower interest rates by 1 
percentage point, an average family 
buying a home could save over $25,000 
on a typical mortgage. Mr. President, 
that is a win-win for the American peo-
ple. We will have less debt over our 
heads, and Americans will have more of 
their own money in their pockets in 
order to be able to buy things that they 
need for their families. 

Finally, the fourth reason is that if 
we reduce the national debt, it will 
lower the amount of taxes necessary to 
run the Government. As the debt de-
creases, so does the overall cost of run-
ning the Government. This would allow 
us to maintain the current level of 
Government services and accommodate 
an increase in the use of those services 
by the baby boomers. It would also 
lessen the demand for future tax hikes 
that would result in a de facto tax cut 
for American people. Just think if we 
could bring the amount of the net in-
terest payments down, that money 
would be available for other things we 
need to spend money on. Or, in the al-
ternative, the opportunity to reduce 
taxes. 

From a public policy point of view, 
let’s be serious in terms of our debt. 
You have a 10-year projection on an 
$800 billion reduction in taxes. We are 
going to have a tough time balancing 
the budget this year. We may not have 
a surplus. Next year we will be lucky 
to have a surplus. One thing we do 
know is if we use the money to reduce 
the debt and we do not spend it on 
more programs, or we do not use it to 
reduce taxes, we will not be in the posi-
tion, if the economy doesn’t go the way 
we expect it to, to have to go back to 
the American people and say: Folks, we 
gave you a tax cut, but we are going to 
have to take it back because our pro-
jections were wrong. Folks, we are 
spending money on programs, and by 
the way, we are going to have to cut 
those programs because these 10-year 
projections we have are not working 
out. 

I want to say one thing and I think it 
is important. Mr. President, 5-year pro-
jections may be reasonable; 10-year 
projections, if you talk to CBO, they 
would tell you they could swing $300 
billion over this period of time. I think 
what we need to do is understand we 
have a tough budget situation that, if 
we lock up Social Security and do not 
touch it as we have in the past, we are 
going to have a couple of tough years 
ahead of us. Rather than projecting out 
10 years and talking about what we are 
going to be doing with the money, I 
think if we do have that additional 
money, let’s pay down the national 
debt. 

The last thing I would like to say is 
this: I just had a new granddaughter 
last week, Veronica Kay Voinovich. 

While I was campaigning in Ohio last 
year I talked about my first grand-
child, Mary Faith. Her gift, when she 
was born on December 26, 1996, from 
this Government, was a bill for $187,000, 
interest on a debt that was racked up 
before her life, on something that she 
had nothing to do with. And we are 
asking her to pay for it. I think it is 
criminal. I think it is criminal that we 
have not been willing to pay for the 
things that we wanted, that we bor-
rowed the money, and we have had an 
attitude: We have ours, let them worry 
about theirs. 

That is not the legacy that was left 
to me and I do not want that legacy for 
my granddaughters or for the other 
grandchildren here in the United 
States of America. 

We have a wonderful opportunity. 
For the first time, we can see the light 
to really do something that is respon-
sible in dealing with this budget to get 
ourselves back on track, so going into 
the next century, the next 10 years are 
going to be good years for our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
take time from what would normally 
be the opposition. I want to take this 
opportunity to say to the Senator from 
Ohio that we think that is pretty clear 
thinking. Paying down the debt—he is 
right. I heard his remarks. He recounts 
what we have heard from the econo-
mists, Greenspan included, about the 
most important way to get our fiscal 
house in order and that is to pay down 
the debt. If we keep going like things 
are projected, we could be through with 
public debt in about 15 years. 

We would be, within 15 years, at the 
debt level in 1917. And no, I don’t re-
member it; I have read about it. 

But within a couple of years there-
after we could be out of public debt, 
which would be such a bonus for all of 
our succeeding generations, including 
our grandchildren. I congratulate the 
Senator. Is this his second grandchild? 
The second. One of mine, my 3-year-old 
grandchild, was watching television to-
night and he said to his mother, ‘‘Papa 
looks mad.’’ And then he said, ‘‘No, I 
think papa is happy.’’ 

Anyway, we do it for them. I think 
the amendment of the Senator is a 
very positive amendment and I hope it 
will get full support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to lay aside the pending 
amendment to consider my amendment 
which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 162 
Mr. REED. I have an amendment at 

the desk and ask it be called up. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED], 

proposes an amendment numbered 162.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 

through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,438,628,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,461,410,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,538,283,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,592,543,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,656,146,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,689,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,743,602,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,813,532,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,876,549,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$4,019,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$46,866,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$25,035,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$41,606,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$54,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$101,451,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$127,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$142,677,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$169,161,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,433,486,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,462,731,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,494,665,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,567,714,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,619,458,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,673,026,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,704,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,759,769,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,820,952,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,881,193,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,438,628,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,461,410,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,538,283,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,589,644,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,646,315,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,674,432,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,723,839,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,788,712,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,848,733,000,000. 
On page 21, strike beginning with line 20 

through page 23, line 11, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(9) Community and Regional Development 
(450): 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,898,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,273,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,141,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,077,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,919,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,243,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,232,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,217,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,694,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,213,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,121,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,219,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,755,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,223,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,751,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,232,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,237,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,722,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5. 
Change $142,034,000,000 to $117,526,000,000. 
Change $777,587,000,000 to $713,363,000,000. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, this 

evening I rise to offer an amendment 
along with Senator SARBANES, Senator 
KERRY of Massachusetts, and Senator 
MURRAY, to restore funding for re-
gional development programs to the 
levels that are set forth in the Presi-
dent’s budget. Unfortunately, the budg-
et resolution which we are considering 
today would reduce the funding for 
community and regional development 
programs by $88.7 billion over 10 years. 
This is compared to the President’s 
budget request. 

For example, in fiscal year 2000, 
spending for community and regional 
development programs would be re-
duced from $11.9 billion to $5.3 billion, 
a cut of 55 percent. In fiscal year 2001, 
spending for these programs would be 
reduced from $9.1 billion to $2.7 billion, 
a cut of 70 percent. 

Then, between the years 2002 and 
2009, spending reductions each year are 
approximately 78 percent below the 
President’s request. In effect, this 
budget before us would eviscerate com-
munity and regional development pro-
grams. These programs are at the heart 
of our efforts to invest in America, in 
our cities, in our rural areas, and to do 
so in a way that gives maximum flexi-
bility to local mayors, Governors, and 
community officials. 

My amendment would increase 
spending for community development 
programs by $88.7 billion over these 10 
years to essentially meet the Presi-
dent’s projections. It would be offset by 
reducing the amount of tax cuts, cur-
rently $778 billion, contained in this 
budget resolution. My amendment not 
only restores funding for community 
and regional development, it will still 
leave approximately $700 billion for tax 
cuts. 

I am deeply troubled by these cuts in 
community development programs be-
cause they will undermine the progress 
that our cities and rural areas have 
been making over the last several 
years. In fact, in many cities there is 
an urban renaissance. Where they are 
beginning to clean up blighted areas, 
they are beginning to attract new in-
vestment in the center cities. They are 

beginning to develop and sustain a ma-
ture culture and the arts. All of this is 
a result of investments through many 
of these programs which stand to lose 
out tremendously in this proposed 
budget resolution. 

One of the indications of a reviving 
urban area in the United States is the 
fact that crime, violent crime particu-
larly, has fallen more than 21 percent 
since 1993, and property crimes have 
dropped to the lowest point since 1973. 
I argue this is not simply the result of 
better police activity. This is because 
the cities are now able to reinvest and 
reinvigorate their communities, their 
neighbors. In so doing, they give posi-
tive incentives and positive hope for 
people. 

All this is happening. And all of this 
will stop happening quite dramatically 
if we make such a devastating cut in 
community development and regional 
development programs. 

Let me suggest the particular pro-
grams that would be affected by these 
massive cuts. First is the Community 
Development Block Grant Program; 
then there is the section 108 program 
loans for cities and communities; there 
is the Economic Development Adminis-
tration and their grants to States and 
communities; there is FEMA disaster 
assistance, which is part of this pro-
gram; then there is brownfield redevel-
opment programs, which help aid the 
remediation of environmentally trou-
bled areas so they can be redeveloped 
for use by cities and communities; and 
then there is the lead hazard reduction 
grants, which are a critical problem in 
many parts of this country, particu-
larly urban areas; then there is the 
community development financial in-
stitutions fund; the Neighborhood Re-
investment Corporation; and the Rural 
Community Advancement Program. 
All of these programs would see dev-
astating cuts. 

Let me for a moment talk about 
some of the particular programs that 
are subject to this very threatening 
budget resolution. First is the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram. We are all familiar with this pro-
gram. It provides grants to States and 
to communities on a formula basis, the 
type of programmatic initiatives for 
new housing and community develop-
ment. 

One of the virtues of this program, 
one of the reasons it is embraced by 
both sides of the aisle, conceptually, is 
the fact that it gives flexibility to the 
States and to the cities to decide how 
they want to use these funds. It is not 
a mandate from Washington. It is not a 
categorical program that makes them 
jump through all sorts of hoops. It 
gives them the flexibility to meet the 
demands that they deem most critical. 

These funds have been used to recon-
struct and rehabilitate housing and 
provide homeownership assistance and 
opportunity. In fact, between 1994 and 
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1996, over 640,000 housing units have 
been rehabilitated or constructed with 
CDBG funds—over 640,000 housing 
units. These are housing units typi-
cally for low-income Americans, for 
seniors, for people with disabilities. 
Without this type of investment, I 
daresay there would not be a lot of con-
struction, particularly in some of the 
older neighborhoods in our cities and 
in rural areas. With these funds, we 
have been able to stimulate the kinds 
of construction and renovation and re-
newal that are so essential to the fab-
ric of our communities. 

These funds were also used to provide 
services related to the Welfare-to-Work 
Program. They are used to help assist 
in terms of drug suppression, to aid 
people with drug problems; child care 
monies are used and involved here; 
crime prevention and education—all of 
these programs would be subject to se-
vere cuts. 

They also assist tremendously com-
munity-based organizations, those or-
ganizations in rural areas and urban 
neighborhoods that are doing the job of 
trying to give people hope and oppor-
tunity and also leveraging private dol-
lars to make sure that what we do has 
effect, not just here in Washington but 
on the streets of every city and every 
rural area of this country. 

This program has many manifesta-
tions. In my home State of Rhode Is-
land, in Bristol, they used CDBG 
money to fund the acquisition of basic 
medical examination equipment, to set 
up a clinic and a senior housing facil-
ity, providing better health care and 
doing it in a way which adds to the 
quality of life for these seniors. 

In the State of New Mexico, they 
boast a new state-of-the-art facility to 
train students for jobs in high tech. 
This facility was funded with $600,000 
in CDBG money. Again, it illustrates 
how flexible and useful these funds are, 
because they have been used by local 
communities to assist local training 
programs to meet local demands for 
certain types of employees. It is a very, 
very valuable program. 

In South Carolina, CDBG funds were 
used for 27 economic development 
projects in rural areas, including such 
things as bringing water and sewer sys-
tems to communities that desperately 
needed them. Last year, approximately 
4,000 communities throughout this 
country benefited from $4.6 billion in 
CDBG funding. Indeed, this funding 
alone leverages additional private in-
vestment. In fact, it has been esti-
mated that for every $1 of CDBG 
money, there is $3 of private invest-
ment. As a result, last year, reasonably 
and, I think, conservatively, we esti-
mate that the CDBG Program lever-
aged an additional $18.4 billion in pri-
vate funds. 

It also creates jobs, because when 
you invest in cities, when you invest in 
rural areas, when you do it in conjunc-

tion with other Federal programs, 
other State programs, you can create 
jobs. In fact, it has been estimated that 
in 1996, CDBG was responsible for cre-
ating about 133,000 jobs. 

In view of all of this tremendous pro-
ductivity, efficiency, and effectiveness, 
it seems to me remarkable and 
counterintuitive, indeed, that we would 
be cutting this program by about 78 
percent, effectively rendering it use-
less. 

There is another program that should 
be considered, too. That is the section 
108 program. The section 108 program 
has been very critical to many urban 
areas in this country because what it 
does is, it allows cities to leverage 
their annual CDBG funds to borrow ad-
ditional monies to increase the amount 
of investment dollars they have on 
hand for housing rehabilitation, for 
economic development, for public 
works projects. Indeed, it allows spe-
cifically a city or a community to take 
their CDBG allotment and leverage 
that for five times more dollars 
through this loan program. Securing 
their borrowing are the annual pro-
ceeds of their CDBG allocation. 

I raise the question: What is going to 
happen to these communities if we 
slash this funding dramatically? I sug-
gest that their financing situation 
would be critical. They would either 
have to find some other way to secure 
these loans, or they would have to im-
mediately pay off these loans or they 
would be in default. This would be a 
staggering blow to many communities. 
Ultimately, what it would do, together 
with the cuts in the overall CDBG Pro-
gram, it would drive up property taxes 
in many cities and rural areas. 

The irony here is that we are using 
billions of dollars to cut Federal taxes, 
with the idea of providing tax relief, 
which, I think, in a way could drive up 
taxes in certain communities. In fact, 
we all know the property tax is much 
more regressive than income tax, than 
the Federal tax. We could have the un-
intended consequences, for many peo-
ple throughout this country, of making 
their tax situation worse, depriving the 
cities of the opportunity to maintain a 
tax base, to stabilize it, and to attract 
new business, to attract new invest-
ment because of a stable tax base. This 
is absolutely bad policy, and it should 
be rejected. 

Let us talk about another program 
that is subject to these draconian cuts. 
That is the Economic Development Ad-
ministration. This agency provides val-
uable assistance, again, to States and 
communities so they can do projects 
which will accelerate their economic 
growth and create more jobs. In my 
home State of Rhode Island, we work 
closely with the EDA to provide funds 
to help us make the final cleanup and 
transition of a former Navy base, 
Quonset Point, Davisville, on Narra-
gansett Bay, so they can be developed 

for industrial expansion. Without EDA 
grants to do things like extending 
sewer lines, taking down an obsolete 
water tower, the State would not be in 
a position, as it is today, to offer that 
property for economic development. 

Again, this is a program which goes 
right to the direct needs of cities to 
create jobs and to invest in their com-
munities and States and to do these 
types of investments. It would be re-
duced dramatically. 

Brownfield redevelopment: We have 
brownfield redevelopment that is abso-
lutely necessary for the urban areas of 
this country. It is necessary because 
we have areas that need environmental 
remediation, not only to make them 
more aesthetically pleasing but also to 
provide the opportunity for reinvest-
ment, redevelopment for jobs; again, to 
strengthen the urban tax base and to 
do so in a way that creates jobs, in-
creases the tax base, and also counter-
acts what is a growing problem every-
where, increasing urban sprawl. If we 
can revitalize and make attractive 
again parcels in center cities for com-
mercial expansion, we will lessen the 
pressure on suburban areas. This, too, 
can be done and has to be done in con-
junction with many things. One of 
them is the Brownfield Grant Program. 
That, too, is on the chopping block. 

Lead hazard reduction grants: In my 
home State of Rhode Island, we have a 
major hazard with lead paint and chil-
dren, a major public health problem, a 
public health problem that is one I 
think we are embarrassed to admit, but 
it is there. It is there particularly in 
older communities, not just in urban 
areas but older rural communities. 

Most of the paint that was created 
years ago had a lead base. It was put up 
everywhere. Kids now are exposed to 
that paint and exposed to other sources 
of lead. It has been estimated that 
nearly 5 percent of American children, 
age 1 to 5, approximately 1 million 
children, suffer from lead paint poi-
soning. That is an outrage in this coun-
try. 

Our programs to combat it, to reduce 
it, would be subject to severe limita-
tions, because HUD’s Office of Lead 
Hazard Control would not have the re-
sources—the meager resources, I might 
add—today that they are using to try 
to help communities reduce the lead 
hazard throughout this country. 

Now, these are just a sample of the 
programs that would be eviscerated by 
this proposed budget resolution, that 
would be reduced over the next 10 
years, dramatically, would be rendered 
perhaps ineffectual and totally without 
purpose in many instances. That is why 
I think we have to restore these funds 
and do so by taking funds away from 
the proposed tax cuts that are embed-
ded within this budget resolution. 

There will be some procedural argu-
ments, I am sure, raised about my 
amendment, perhaps budget points of 
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order, but really I think what we have 
to consider here is the substance. We 
cannot afford to stop investing in our 
cities and our rural areas. This budget 
does precisely that. It says to Amer-
ica’s cities and America’s rural areas: 
We are no longer going to invest in 
you; you are on your own; good luck; 
but what we are going to do is reduce 
taxes, Federal taxes. 

I don’t think we should abandon our 
cities and our rural areas. Certainly 
my amendment could accommodate 
both—a tax cut, together with the con-
tinued investment in the rural areas of 
America and also in our urban centers. 

I feel compelled to restore these cuts. 
I feel that the substance of this amend-
ment should triumph over procedural 
rules that might be imposed against it. 
As we go forward, I hope that others 
will feel the same way, too, because, 
frankly, we are charting a course with 
this budget resolution that would, I 
think, lead to, if not the ruin of our 
cities and rural areas, certainly it 
would lead to the lack of progress that 
we have seen over the last several 
years. 

I hope when this amendment is con-
sidered that it will be supported as a 
way in which we can send clearly a sig-
nal to all of our cities and to our rural 
areas: We will not abandon you; we will 
continue to support you; we will con-
tinue to share with you resources that 
you may use in your wisdom to im-
prove the quality of life of your cities, 
of your rural areas and, in so doing, 
improve the quality of life of this great 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CRAPO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we lay aside 
the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 163 
(Purpose: To create a reserve fund to lock 

in additional non-Social Security surplus in 
the outyears for tax relief and/or debt reduc-
tion.)

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO], for 

himself and Mr. GRAMS, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 163.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR INCREASED ON-

BUDGET SURPLUS IN THE OUT-
YEARS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any additional on-budget 
surplus exceeding the level assumed in this 

resolution during the period of fiscal years 
2001 through 2009 as reestimated by the Con-
gressional Budget Office shall be reserved ex-
clusively for tax relief or debt reduction. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—The Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate may 
reduce the spending and revenue aggregates 
and may revise committee allocations by 
taking the additional amount of the on-
budget surplus referred to in subsection (a) 
for tax relief or debt reduction in the period 
of fiscal year 2001 through 2009. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-

sidering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report that uses the addi-
tional on-budget surplus reserved in sub-
section (a) for additional Government spend-
ing other than tax relief or debt reduction, a 
point of order may be made by a Senator 
against the measure, and if the Presiding Of-
ficer sustains that point of order, it may not 
be offered as an amendment from the floor. 

(2) SUPERMAJORITY.—This point of order 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—Revised al-
locations and aggregates under subsection 
(a) shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution. 

Mr. CRAPO. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I am pleased tonight 

to join with my good friend, Senator 
GRAMS of Minnesota, in offering an 
amendment that will help provide tax-
payers relief from their tax obliga-
tions, as well as debt reduction for the 
American people. 

Back when Senator GRAMS and I both 
served in the House of Representatives 
together and, I might add, at the same 
time we served with you, Mr. Presi-
dent, in the House of Representatives, 
we noticed a very interesting peculi-
arity in the budget process: When the 
House or the Senate reduced spending 
or adjusted spending downward in the 
budget, all that really happened was 
those particular projects or programs 
were eliminated or reduced, but the 
spending never was reduced and the 
deficits that we were dealing with at 
that time never really was reduced. 

The deficit spending did not end. All 
that happened was that through some 
very intricate budget processes, those 
reductions in spending got reallocated 
to other spending proposals. 

So we came up with an idea back 
then called the lockbox. We passed it 
four times in the House of Representa-
tives as an effort to try to make sure 
that when the House or the Senate re-
duced spending, that reduced spending 
went to reduce the deficit and was not 
slid over into or moved over into other 
spending. 

Now we have reached a point at 
which we have actually ended the defi-
cits that we were working on 4 or 5 
years ago, and we are dealing with sur-
pluses. But the lockbox concept has 
gained significant support and is now 
proving to be a very valuable tool in 
dealing with the budget in a surplus 
climate. 

Today, we have already adopted a 
very important lockbox amendment re-
lating to Social Security. It was of-
fered by a number of Senators. The pri-
mary sponsor was Senator ABRAHAM. 
That amendment provided that Social 
Security surpluses would be locked 
away in a lockbox and would not be al-
lowed to be spent by Congress on other 
spending, in essence. That was an im-
portant first step. 

We are now debating many different 
aspects of a very important budget. 
There is a debate as to what to do with 
the Social Security surplus and, as I 
indicated, we made a big step today in 
locking up that surplus so that it does 
not get squandered by Congress in 
other areas. That will stabilize and 
strengthen the Social Security trust 
funds. 

As you know, the debate today, to-
morrow, and probably the rest of the 
week, will show there is a debate un-
derway on whether to reduce the na-
tional debt or to engage in significant 
tax relief for the American people or 
whether to allocate some of the surplus 
to those needed and important areas, 
such as our national defense or edu-
cation or Medicare and other areas of 
needed concern. 

But among that debate, Senator 
GRAMS and I believe that it is very im-
portant that we focus on what is going 
to happen with the surpluses in the fu-
ture. 

Senator DOMENICI has shown courage 
in producing a budget that is going to 
protect Social Security, it is going to 
pay down the public debt, it is going to 
stay within the budget caps, and it is 
going to provide an opportunity for 
needed critical tax relief. But on July 
15, 1999, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice is going to update its economic and 
budget forecast for the fiscal year 2000 
and beyond. 

It is our expectation that this report 
will forecast an onbudget surplus that 
is even in excess of the current CBO es-
timates. If this is true and if that de-
velops and we see even larger surpluses 
than we are now expecting, and after 
we have now put together a budget 
that allocates it as we think proper 
among tax relief, debt retirement, 
needed spending on the items that I 
have indicated and protection of the 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds, and if we still see a growing sur-
plus, we believe that this unanticipated 
surplus should be set aside, should be 
put into another lockbox and be au-
thorized to be used for only further tax 
relief or further debt retirement. 

Our amendment will create a 
lockbox, a reserve fund in addition to 
the non-Social Security surpluses so 
that we lock in the additional non-So-
cial Security surpluses, and in the out-
years 2001 through 2009, those addi-
tional unexpected surpluses that are 
non-Social Security surpluses would 
then be made available to be taken 
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from this lockbox only for tax relief or 
debt retirement. 

These excess surpluses could then 
benefit the American people in the best 
way possible and would then be pro-
tected from further raiding by Con-
gress for big spending. These unantici-
pated surpluses could not be used for 
other types of proposals, and it would 
guarantee the American people that we 
would see the retirement of debt or the 
increase of tax relief as they have been 
asking for. We have had some other 
speeches recently on the floor tonight 
about the critical importance of recog-
nizing the national debt that has 
grown over the last little while. 

The Senator from Ohio talked about 
his grandchildren, and all of us have 
talked about the fact that our children 
and our grandchildren are today being 
expected to pay the debt that we have 
grown over the last few decades. That 
is wrong. This bill will help assure that 
these unanticipated surpluses, if they 
develop, will be utilized for that debt 
retirement. 

What about the current quality of 
life? With the tax rates now the high-
est they have been in a peacetime cir-
cumstance in America, the only time 
tax rates have ever been higher in 
America is during war. We are now si-
phoning off from the economy so much 
for the excessive Federal spending that 
we are jeopardizing the current quality 
of life of our children and our grand-
children because their families have to 
pay such heavy and excessive tax bur-
dens. 

It is these two key problems—the ex-
cessive taxes and the excessive debt 
rate that we have in this country—to 
which we should dedicate these unan-
ticipated surpluses. Taxes are still too 
high and still too cumbersome and still 
impact America’s working families too 
heavily. I urge all our colleagues to 
support this needed and valuable 
amendment. It would utilize the crit-
ical lockbox concept to put into place 
one more parameter on our budget ne-
gotiations this year to assure if our 
economy does stay strong and we see 
those surpluses in the future we do not 
now anticipate, that we can set them 
aside for retirement of our national 
debt and reduction of the tax burden on 
all Americans. 

I yield the floor at this time to my 
good colleague from Minnesota, be-
cause I know he is here and would like 
to speak further on this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to 
strongly support the tax relief and debt 
reduction lockbox amendment offered 
by my good friend, Senator CRAPO of 
Idaho. We have worked a long time to-
gether, as he mentioned, both in the 
House and now in the Senate. We need 
to continue to push these efforts to re-
duce the tax burdens on Americans. 

This amendment would lock in any 
additional non-Social Security surplus 

into the outyears for tax relief and/or 
for debt reduction. 

Before I speak on this amendment, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend Chairman DOMENICI for his 
leadership in crafting and delivering 
this well-balanced budget. I believe 
this budget blueprint is a great 
achievement of this Congress and it 
will ensure our continued economic 
growth and prosperity as we move into 
the next century. 

Mr. President, protecting Social Se-
curity, reducing the national debt and 
reducing taxes are imperative for our 
economic security and growth. Our 
strong economy has offered us an his-
toric opportunity to achieve this three-
pronged goal. 

Chairman DOMENICI has ably showed 
us in his budget how we can provide 
major tax relief while still preserving 
Social Security and dramatically re-
ducing the national debt. 

President Clinton has proposed to 
spend over $158 billion of the Social Se-
curity surplus in his budget over the 
next 5 years for unrelated Government 
programs, instead of protecting Social 
Security. 

This budget includes a safe-deposit 
box to lock in every penny of the $1.8 
trillion Social Security surplus earned 
in the next 10 years to be used exclu-
sively for Social Security. 

Stopping the Government from raid-
ing the Social Security Trust Fund is 
an essential first step to ensure that 
Social Security will be there for cur-
rent beneficiaries, baby boomers and 
our children and grandchildren. I am 
pleased that this is the No. 1 priority 
under this budget. 

It is also notable, Mr. President, that 
under this budget, the debt held by the 
public will be reduced dramatically, 
much more than what President Clin-
ton has proposed in his budget.

This budget also reserves nearly $800 
billion of the projected non-Social Se-
curity surplus—the tax overpayments 
of working Americans—for tax relief. 
This is the largest tax relief that has 
been enacted since the leadership of 
President Ronald Reagan. 

As one who has long championed 
major tax relief, I am pleased that we 
have finally achieved some meaningful 
proposal in reducing our tax burden 
again. 

Not only does this budget fund all 
the functions of the Government, but it 
also significantly increases funding for 
our budget priorities, such as defense, 
for education, for Medicare, for agri-
culture, and others. 

In addition, Mr. President, unlike 
President Clinton’s budget, which has 
broken the spending caps by over $22 
billion, this budget maintains the fis-
cal discipline by retaining the spending 
caps. 

There are those who claim we cannot 
avoid breaking the caps as we proceed 
to reconcile this budget. But I say if we 

do our job to oversee Government pro-
grams, we will know which areas can 
be streamlined and which program 
funding can be better shifted to new 
priorities. Let’s make sure we do our 
job to justify all Government funds are 
wisely spent. 

I am particularly pleased, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this budget has included one 
of my proposals which would allow us 
to lock in for immediate tax relief any 
additional on-budget surplus as re-esti-
mated in July by the Congressional 
Budget Office of fiscal year 2000. 

I believe this amendment offered by 
Senator CRAPO and myself is solid pro-
tection for the American taxpayers. I 
thank Chairman DOMENICI also for in-
cluding my proposal in his budget as 
well.

As the economy continues to be 
strong, we may have more revenue 
windfalls to come in the outyears that 
are above and beyond what this budget 
resolution has assumed. We also need 
to lock in these windfalls and we also 
need to return these tax overpayments 
to hard-working Americans. 

The logic for this amendment is fair-
ly simple. Despite a shrinking Federal 
deficit and a predicted on-budget sur-
plus, the total tax burden on working 
Americans is at an all-time high. It is 
still imperative to provide major tax 
relief for working Americans and ad-
dress our long-term fiscal imbalances. 

We need to give back any additional 
on-budget surplus generated by eco-
nomic growth to working Americans, 
and we need to do it in the form of tax 
relief and debt reduction. 

That is exactly what our amendment 
intends to achieve. This amendment 
would lock in any additional non-So-
cial Security surplus—again, not So-
cial Security surplus, but income tax 
surplus—that may be generated in the 
outyears which exceed the levels as-
sumed under this budget. 

All we are saying is, if our economic 
growth produces more increased reve-
nues than we expect, these revenues 
should be reserved and protected for 
the taxpayers in the form of tax relief 
and/or debt reduction. It should not be 
there for the Government to spend it as 
it pleases. 

One question we should ask ourselves 
before we decide how to spend any non-
Social Security surplus is where the 
budget surplus comes from. The CBO 
has showed us precisely where we will 
get our revenues in the next 10 years. 

The data indicates that the greatest 
share of the projected budget surplus 
comes directly from income taxes paid 
by the taxpayers. Again, this is their 
money. There is no excuse not to re-
serve it and then return it to the peo-
ple who paid it.

If we don’t lock in this surplus to the 
taxpayers, we all know that Wash-
ington will soon spend it all, leaving 
nothing for tax relief or the vitally im-
portant task of maintaining our long-
term fiscal health. 
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Such spending will only enlarge the 

Government. It will only make it even 
more expensive to support in the fu-
ture. And it will create an even higher 
tax burden than working Americans 
bear today. 

Mr. President, I applaud the creation 
of the safe-deposit box for future Social 
Security surpluses to protect retire-
ment security for our Nation’s retirees. 

But I also believe we need to create a 
safe-deposit box of a similar mecha-
nism to lock in any additional on-budg-
et surplus for tax relief and/or debt re-
duction beyond the fiscal year 2000 re-
estimate that is in the resolution. 

The Congressional Budget Office re-
ports that by 2012, we will have elimi-
nated all the debt held by the public 
and we will begin to accumulate assets. 
By 2020, the share of net assets to GDP 
is expected to reach 12 percent. This is 
great news. 

However, I believe we should use 
some of the on-budget surplus from the 
general fund to accelerate debt reduc-
tion. Currently we pay about $220 bil-
lion a year in interest. We saw from 
Senator VOINOVICH, in his charts, to-
night how much we are spending every 
year just to pay the interest on the 
debt. 

The sooner we eliminate the debt, 
the more revenue we will have in hand 
to reform Social Security, to reduce 
our tax burden and to finance our pri-
ority programs. This amendment will 
help us to achieve that goal.

We have also heard some say that 
Americans do not want tax relief. I 
hear that often: ‘‘Americans don’t 
want tax relief.’’ Clearly they are com-
pletely out of touch with working 
Americans, and this is not what I hear 
when I listen to Minnesotans when I 
am at home. 

A poll conducted by Pew Research 
Center shows that 53 percent of the 
American people say that the budget 
surplus should be used for a tax cut. 
Fifty-three percent want a tax cut. 
Only 34 percent say that it should be 
used for additional Government pro-
grams. 

An Associated Press poll taken by 
ICR is even more specific. The fol-
lowing question was asked:

President Clinton and Congress have pre-
dicted big budget surpluses in the next few 
years. Both sides want to set aside more 
than half of the surplus to bolster Social Se-
curity, but they disagree on how to spend the 
rest.

The question goes on:
Which one of the following uses of the re-

mainder of the surplus do you favor most: 
paying down the national debt, cutting 
taxes, or spending more on government pro-
grams?

The results of that survey: 49 percent 
said cutting taxes, 35 percent said to 
pay down the debt, and only 13 percent 
said that they wanted to spend more on 
Government programs. 

There was another question that was 
also asked. And the question was: 

Some Republicans want a 10% tax cut for 
everyone. President Clinton prefers tax cred-
its for specific things like child care or tak-
ing care of disabled parents. Which approach 
do you like better? 

And the answer: 50 percent said they 
want a 10-percent cut for everyone, 44 
percent want tax credits for specific 
things. 

Mr. President, Americans’ message is 
loud and clear. They want—and de-
serve—major tax relief. 

Again, my biggest fear is that with-
out the lockbox, the Government will 
spend the entire additional on-budget 
surplus generated by working Ameri-
cans. Last year’s omnibus appropria-
tions legislation was a prime example 
of how the Social Security surplus was 
spent by Congress. 

This year’s supplemental threatens 
to be equally abusive if we cannot 
agree on any offsets. 

Mr. President, as I conclude tonight, 
we must protect the interests of our 
taxpayers. We must secure the future 
for our children’s prosperity. This 
amendment would allow families, 
again, the opportunity to keep just a 
little more of their own money and to 
provide a good downpayment on debt 
relief. I urge my colleagues strongly to 
support this amendment. 

Thank you very much. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. CRAPO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate from Idaho. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

ALLEGATIONS OF SPYING AT LOS 
ALAMOS, SANDIA, AND LAW-
RENCE LIVERMORE LABORA-
TORIES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for 
decades Los Alamos, Sandia, and Law-
rence Livermore have attracted the 
greatest scientists in the world. That 
has not changed with the end of the 
Cold War; the knowledge and skills in 
those laboratories are unequaled in the 
world and the envy of the world—for 
that reason, others will always try to 
gain that information. The directors 
and scientists have, since the incep-
tions of the laboratories, been cog-
nizant of the fact that they are the tar-
get of spying. 

As we consider how to respond to 
these recent allegations—and some 
steps have been taken including: the 
initiation of an aggressive counter-in-
telligence program at the laboratories 
that has had its funding increase sub-
stantially in the last 24 months and we 

have halted a declassification initia-
tive until its implementation can be 
reviewed—we have to ensure that our 
actions do not undermine the excel-
lence of the laboratories. 

Interactions with experts outside the 
laboratories and outside the United 
States are critical to the pursuit of sci-
entific knowledge and underpin the vi-
tality of the laboratories. Cutting off 
those interactions will cause the capa-
bilities at the laboratories to fade with 
time until, at some point, no one would 
spy on our labs there wouldn’t be any-
thing worthwhile in them. 

I have been briefed by: 
The Director of Central Intelligence; 
The Director of the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation; 
Department of Energy officials, and 

others on the recent allegations of spy-
ing by the Chinese at Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory. I will await the 
final report of the panel of experts ap-
pointed by the Administration before I 
assess what damage has been done by 
this latest episode, but some facts are 
evident.

We do know, without doubt, that Chi-
na’s intelligence program against the 
United States has yielded some re-
sults—they have gained access to clas-
sified nuclear weapons design informa-
tion. However, we do not know how 
much information they have gained or 
how much that information benefited 
their nuclear weapons program. 

I must also say that it is unclear how 
China gained that information. The 
Chinese do target our nuclear weapons 
laboratories, but they also target other 
potential sources of the same informa-
tion including other parts of the gov-
ernment, its contractors, and the mili-
tary branches. 

It is also unclear how useful informa-
tion China may have gained, about the 
W–88 in particular, is to China. The W–
88 is extremely advanced; the product 
of fifty years of our best scientific and 
engineering know-how. In many ways, 
China’s nuclear weapons program is 
not capable of utilizing the W–88 de-
sign. 

That is not reassuring when you look 
out over the coming decades, and in 
any case, knowing where our years of 
work led our designers will allow the 
Chinese to avoid some of the mistakes 
we made, but the Chinese do not cur-
rently have warheads anything like the 
W–88. 

Despite the fact that the Chinese ca-
pability today does not come anywhere 
near matching ours, the Chinese nu-
clear weapons program is threatening. 
China does share its nuclear weapons 
technology with others along with its 
missile technology, and it continues to 
develop more advanced nuclear weap-
ons designs. 

Chinese nuclear capabilities threaten 
its neighbors and limit the opportuni-
ties to pursue broad arms control 
agreements—for example, Russian ne-
gotiations on a START III treaty will 
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be strongly influenced by the growing 
Chinese capability on Russia’s eastern 
border, and India continues to develop 
more advanced nuclear weapons partly 
in response to China’s program. 

I will say very little about the allega-
tions against a specific scientist at Los 
Alamos. However, given what we know 
about China’s intelligence program, it 
is not unreasonable to assume that sci-
entists at all three weapons labs have 
knowingly or unknowingly been ap-
proached to provide classified informa-
tion to China or its intermediaries. The 
laboratories are cognizant of that 
threat. Frankly, I don’t know if the 
steps the laboratories, working with 
the Department of Energy and the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, are tak-
ing are sufficient to prevent espionage 
at our laboratories. 

I have met with Director Freeh I, and 
he assures me that the FBI is doing all 
it can in this regard. I am certain that, 
no matter what steps we take, the Chi-
nese and others will continue their ef-
forts.

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
March 23, 1999, the federal debt stood at 
$5,645,199,129,224.03 (Five trillion, six 
hundred forty-five billion, one hundred 
ninety-nine million, one hundred twen-
ty-nine thousand, two hundred twenty-
four dollars and three cents). 

One year ago, March 23, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,539,833,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred thirty-nine 
billion, eight hundred thirty-three mil-
lion). 

Five years ago, March 23, 1994, the 
federal debt stood at $4,559,372,000,000 
(Four trillion, five hundred fifty-nine 
billion, three hundred seventy-two mil-
lion). 

Ten years ago, March 23, 1989, the 
federal debt stood at $2,737,055,000,000 
(Two trillion, seven hundred thirty-
seven billion, fifty-five million). 

Fifteen years ago, March 23, 1984, the 
federal debt stood at $1,465,084,000,000 
(One trillion, four hundred sixty-five 
billion, eighty-four million) which re-
flects a debt increase of more than $4 
trillion—$4,180,115,129,224.03 (Four tril-
lion, one hundred eighty billion, one 
hundred fifteen million, one hundred 
twenty-nine thousand, two hundred 
twenty-four dollars and three cents) 
during the past 15 years. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 21 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I re-
gret that because of my father’s fu-
neral in Mississippi yesterday, I was 
not present in the Senate to vote on S. 
Con. Res. 21, authorizing the President 
of the United States to conduct mili-
tary air operations and missile strikes 
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-

slavia (Serbia and Montenegro). Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ 
on the resolution. 

The authorization is carefully lim-
ited and is designed to permit the par-
ticipation of military forces of the 
United States, in concert with NATO 
allies, in an action to respond to a 
clear threat to the security and sta-
bility of Europe and indirectly to our 
own security interests. 

It is my hope that this action will 
serve to signal the willingness of the 
United States government to keep its 
commitments under the NATO treaty 
and to be a force for peace and freedom 
in the region sought to be protected by 
the alliance.

f 

FRANCESCO (GHEIB) 
GHEBRESILLASSIE RETIRES 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Francesco 
Ghebresillassie plans to retire after 32 
years of service to the Senate. That is 
quite a record, and it deserves notices 
from those of us who depend so heavily 
upon—and are never disappointed by—
Gheib and the men and women who 
work with him. 

Since 1987, he has been Manager of 
the Production Services Branch of Cen-
tral Operations under the Sergeant at 
Arms. In that role, he has supervised 
all the activities of the Micrographics 
and Production Services sections. He 
came to that post step by step, work-
ing his way from machine operator to 
computer operator to shift supervisor. 
By 1975, he was responsible for two 
work shifts and for the operations in 
two buildings. 

Thereafter, as Hardware Manager, he 
was responsible for keeping the Senate 
current with technological changes in 
the computer arena, refining our proce-
dures, and working with vendors. Later 
on, as User Support Manager and Pro-
duction Services Manager, he empha-
sized quality service to the staff who 
sit at the thousands of computers with-
in our Senate offices. He has been re-
sponsible for interaction with them, 
and has improved the tech support 
they have needed to deal with the rapid 
pace of change in the cyber world. 
Gheib has also supervised the staff who 
maintain our microfilm documents for 
posterity. 

Needless to say, today’s Senate is 
quite a different institution from the 
one to which Gheib came in 1967. One of 
the ways it has changed for the better 
has been the technological moderniza-
tion of which Gheib has been a part. 
Because of his labors, and the diligence 
of those who have worked with him 
over the years, we have been able to 
better serve the folks back home in 
ways that were not possible three dec-
ades ago. 

As we congratulate Gheib on his re-
tirement, I want to also acknowledge 
his wife, Theresa, who works for our 
colleague from Wisconsin, Senator 

KOHL. We wish for them and for their 
daughters, Lisa and Ayesha, all the 
good things the future can bring.

f 

CONNIE SULLIVAN RETIRES 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Connie 

Sullivan, who has served as 
Reprographic Manager in the Service 
Department since 1989, plans to retire 
in June. This will be a significant loss 
for the Senate. For the past decade, she 
has been responsible for all phases of 
the Reprographics Division—more re-
cently known as Printing, Graphics, 
and Direct Mail—within the Sergeant 
at Arms office. 

Connie has been with the Senate for 
24 years. She came here in February, 
1975 from the House of Representatives 
as a Composer Technician in the newly 
created ‘‘Composing Room,’’ which was 
part of the Printing Section of our De-
partment. You can imagine the techno-
logical changes Connie has seen since 
then, when she was asked to assume 
the duties of Composer with oversight 
for all the typesetting and layout func-
tions of the Composing Room. 

In the restructing of the Service De-
partment in 1984, when the Composing 
Room became the Pre-Press Section, 
Connie was promoted to supervisor. In 
a subsequent reorganization in 1986, 
she was again promoted to Operations 
Branch Head. That was a well-deserved 
recognition of her long experience with 
the growth and integration of services 
and, especially, the development of the 
Pre-Press section from conventional 
typesetting and layout to desk-top 
publishing and a full-color graphics op-
erations. 

In that regard, Connie has been one 
of the people who have helped the Sen-
ate enter fully into the information 
age. We are able to keep in closer touch 
with our constituents, and they with 
us, and that has a positive impact on 
just about everything we do here. 

So on behalf of the Senate, I want to 
thank Connie for all her years of serv-
ice and wish her many happy years of 
time with her family, her garden, and 
the enduring satisfaction of a job well 
done.

f 

RUSSELL JACKSON RETIRES 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, there are 

today only four Senators who were 
here in 1965 when Russell Jackson first 
came to the Senate to work as an ele-
vator operator. He has observed this in-
stitution, both its changes and its con-
tinuity, for a long, long time. Now, as 
he retires as Senior Manager of Central 
Operations, I want to thank him, on 
behalf of the entire Senate, for a life-
time of service. 

Early on, Russell interrupted his 
work here for a different kind of serv-
ice, in the U.S. Army, but he returned 
to the Senate to work with the Office 
of the Superintendent. Within that Of-
fice, he worked his way up the ladder 
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by doing it all: evening shift, day shift, 
staff assistant, supervisor, office man-
ager, and senior service officer. 

Within the confines of the Senate 
family, we all know how important is 
the coordination of office moves, the 
maintenance of our furniture inven-
tory, and all the other operations of 
the Superintendent’s Office. Russell 
had a hand in it all, and also served as 
liaison between the Superintendent 
and our Senate offices. 

Since 1987, Russell has been Director 
of the Service Department, a division 
that is little known to the outside 
world but so essential to all of us in 
the Senate. His leadership there 
brought technological changes to meet 
the Senate’s increasing demands for 
charts, graphs, exhibits, and the enor-
mous amount of daily work that keeps 
our offices in contact with constituents 
and the media. At the same time, he 
updated personnel practices to boost 
both productivity and morale, and to 
open advancement opportunities 
through an evaluation process and 
cross training for staff. 

The Senate, and the constituents 
whom we are here to serve, owe him a 
debt of gratitude. And I know my col-
leagues join me in wishing him a won-
derful retirement. 

f 

KOSOVO 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, at this 
moment, U.S. forces under NATO com-
mand are conducting air strikes 
against Serbia. And they have my full 
support and endorsement as they go 
into battle. We all hope that bombing 
Serbia ends the cycle of violence be-
tween the Serbs and ethnic Albanians 
in that region. 

Yesterday, I voted against author-
izing the use of force because the Presi-
dent refused to explain to Congress and 
the American people how his goals 
would be achieved by bombing, and 
what our plan would be after the bomb-
ing stops—if Milosevic refuses to yield. 
I still do not see how bombing Serbia 
will bring about peace or end the atroc-
ities being committed. I do not see how 
bombing Serbia will lead to the Admin-
istration’s goals of greater political au-
tonomy to Kosovo, the withdrawal of 
most Serbian military forces, protec-
tion of minorities, and a more equi-
table ethnic representation among 
local police. That being said, I fully 
support our troops and I’m confident 
they will carry out their mission suc-
cessfully. 

We should all support our troops and 
hope that we have not started down a 
slippery slope where the President in-
sists that in order to protect our credi-
bility or NATO’s credibility we have to 
send in U.S. ground troops. The U.S. of-
ficially recognizes that Kosovo is part 
of Serbia, which along with Monte-
negro, forms the sovereign state of the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. And 

Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic 
has made it clear that Serbia does not 
want foreign troops on its soil. Presi-
dent Clinton, however, is bombing Ser-
bia in order to force Serbia to agree to 
a peace accord which U.S. troops would 
be put on the ground to enforce—as an 
occupation force, not a peacekeeping 
force. 

There is an ongoing civil war be-
tween the Serbs and the ethnic Alba-
nians and the combatants have not ex-
hausted their will to fight. So when the 
President talks about sending 4,000 
American military men and women to 
Kosovo, he is talking about making 
peace not keeping peace. The Kosovo 
Liberation Army is fighting for inde-
pendence; the Serbs are fighting for 
complete control by Belgrade. While 
the Kosovars have accepted the U.S.-
supported plan, neither side enthu-
siastically embraces the U.S.-sup-
ported plan of limited autonomy. This 
is a recipe for disaster. 

The President’s decision to use NATO 
to attack Serbia fundamentally 
changes the nature of NATO. NATO has 
never attacked a country that has not 
threatened its neighbors or a member 
of the alliance. I do not think we 
should fundamentally change the na-
ture of one of the most successful mili-
tary alliances in history without a de-
bate. 

Mr. President, I support our troops. 
And the best way that I can support 
them at this time is to declare that I 
will do everything in my power to 
make sure that U.S. troops are not put 
on the ground in Kosovo. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CAPTAIN DOROTHY C. 
STRATTON 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President I 
rise today to recognize the outstanding 
accomplishments and distinguished 
service of Captain Dorothy C. Stratton, 
U.S. Coast Guard Reserve (Ret), on this 
her 100th birthday. She has served her 
country with honor as an educator, 
naval officer and public official. 

Born in Brookfield, Missouri, Captain 
Stratton earned a Bachelor of Arts 
from Ottawa University in Ottawa, 
Kansas; a Master of Arts in Psychology 
from the University of Chicago; and a 
Doctorate of Philosophy in Student 
Personnel Administration from Colum-
bia University. Captain Stratton joined 
Purdue University as the Dean of 
Women and Associate Professor of Psy-
chology in 1933, becoming a full pro-
fessor in 1940. 

In June, 1942, with our nation em-
broiled in war, Professor Stratton left 
Purdue to join the Women Appointed 
Volunteer Emergency Service 
(WAVES). She was assigned as the As-
sistant to the Commanding Officer of 
the U.S. Naval Training Station in 
Madison, Wisconsin. Due to the mili-
tary’s pressing need for personnel, Con-
gress authorized the Women’s Reserve 

of the U.S. Coast Guard. The Act cre-
ating the Women’s Reserve was signed 
into law by President Roosevelt on No-
vember 23, 1942, and within hours, 
Stratton became the first director of 
the new organization. She was the first 
female officer accepted for service in 
the history of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
She rose from Lieutenant Commander 
to the rank of Commander on January 
1, 1944 and to the rank of Captain one 
month later. 

One of Captain Stratton’s first acts 
as Director of the U.S. Coast Guard 
Women’s Reserve was to coin the fa-
mous name that would distinguish 
them from the Navy WAVES and the 
Army WACS. In a memo to the Com-
mandant ADM Russell R. Waesche, 
Stratton explained: ‘‘The motto of the 
Coast Guard is ‘Semper Paratus—Al-
ways Ready.’ The initials of this motto 
are of course, SPAR. Why not call the 
members of the Women’s Reserve 
SPARS? . . . As I understand it, a spar 
is often a supporting beam and that is 
what we hope each member of the 
Women’s Reserve will be.’’ Admiral 
Waesche agreed, and the rest, as they 
say, is history. 

Captain Stratton led over 10,000 vol-
unteers who responded to their na-
tion’s call for help between 1942 and 
1946. She completed her service as Di-
rector of the SPARS in January, 1946 
and was awarded the Legion of Merit. 
She then served as Director of Per-
sonnel for the International Monetary 
Fund from 1946 to 1950, and as the Na-
tional Executive Director of the Girl 
Scouts of America from 1950 to 1960. 

Mr. President, I wish to congratulate 
Captain Dorothy Stratton and to thank 
her for all she has done for this great 
country of ours. She is a shining exam-
ple to us all, and it is truly a pleasure 
to wish her a happy birthday today.

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 1:00 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills and joint resolutions, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.003 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5580 March 24, 1999
H.R. 4. An act to declare it to be the policy 

of the United States to deploy a national 
missile defense. 

H.R. 70. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to enact into law eligibility re-
quirements for burial in Arlington National 
Cemetery, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 130. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 40 Centre 
Street in New York, New York, as the 
‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States Court-
house.’’ 

H.R. 416. An act to provide for the rec-
tification of certain retirement coverage er-
rors affecting Federal employees, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 751. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 504 West Hamilton Street in Allen-
town, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Edward N. Cahn 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house.’’ 

H.R. 1212. An act to protect producers of 
agricultural commodities who applied for a 
Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS supplemental 
endorsement for the 1999 crop year. 

H.J. Res. 26. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr. 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian. 

H.J. Res. 27. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Dr. Hanna H. Gray as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

H.J. Res. 28. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr. 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution.

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution con-
cerning anti-Semitic statements made by 
members of the Duma of the Russian Federa-
tion. 

H. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the 18th annual National Peace Officers’ Me-
morial Service. 

H. Con. Res. 47. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby. 

H. Con. Res. 50. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the 1999 District of Columbia Spe-
cial Olympics Law Enforcement Torch Run 
to be run through the Capitol Grounds. 

H. Con. Res. 52. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the East Front of the 
Capitol Grounds for performances sponsored 
by the John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts. 

H. Con. Res. 56. Concurrent resolution 
commemorating the 20th anniversary of the 
Taiwan Relations Act.

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following bill, 
without amendment:

S. 314. An act to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 com-
puter problems of small business concerns, 
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of 15 U.S.C. 
1024(a), the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Members of the House Joint 
Economic Committee: Mr. SANFORD of 
South Carolina, Mr. DOOLITTLE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. 
PITTS of Pennsylvania, and Mr. RYAN 
of Wisconsin. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to section 3 of Public Law 94–
304, as amended by section 1 of Public 
Law 99–7, the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Members of the House to the 
Commission on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe: Mr. HOYER of Maryland, 
Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
CARDIN of Maryland, and Ms. SLAUGH-
TER of New York. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the section 2(a) of the Na-
tional Cultural Center Act (20 U.S.C. 
76h(a)), the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Member of the House to the 
Board of Trustees of the John F. Ken-
nedy Center for the Performing Arts: 
Mr. GEPHARDT of Missouri. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 96–388, as amended by Public Law 
97–84 (36 U.S.C. 1402(a)), the Speaker ap-
points the following Members of the 
House to the United States Holocaust 
Memorial Council: Mr. LANTOS of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. FROST of Texas. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 68) to amend 
section 20 of the Small Business Act 
and make technical corrections in title 
III of the Small Business Investment 
Act. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bill was read the first 

and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 70. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to enact into law eligibility re-
quirements for burial in Arlington National 
Cemetery, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H.R. 130. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located 40 Centre Street 
in New York, New York, as the ‘‘Thurgood 
Marshall United States Courthouse’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

H.R. 416. An act to provide for the rec-
tification of certain retirement coverage er-
rors affecting Federal employees, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

H.R. 751. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 504 West Hamilton Street in Allen-
town, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Edward N. Cahn 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house’’; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works.

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 37. Concurrent resolution con-
cerning anti-Semitic statements made by 
members of the Duma of the Russian Federa-
tion; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

H. Con. Res. 56. Concurrent resolution 
commemorating the 20th anniversary of the 
Taiwan Relations Act; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times and placed on the cal-
endar:

H.R. 4. An act to declare it to be the policy 
of the United States to deploy a national 
missile defense.

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–2302. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; Pampa, TX’’ 
(Docket 98–ASW–57) received on March 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2303. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 
737–100, –200, –200C, –300, –400, and –500 Series 
Airplanes’’ (Docket 99–NM–09–AD) received 
on March 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2304. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 757 
Series Airplanes’’ (Docket 96–NM–12–AD) re-
ceived on March 8, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2305. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; British Aerospace 
Model BAC 1–11 200 and 400 Series Airplanes’’ 
(Docket 98–NM–27–AD) received on March 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2306. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Garden 
City, KS’’ (Docket 98–ACE–59) received on 
March 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2307. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Liberal, 
KS’’ (Docket 98–ACE–60) received on March 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2308. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Lebanon, 
MO’’ (Docket 98–ACE–10) received on March 
8, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2309. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Stockton, 
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MO’’ (Docket 99–ACE–7) received on March 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2310. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety 
Zone: Storrow Drive Connector Bridge (Cen-
tral Artery Tunnel Project), Charles River, 
Boston, MA’’ (Docket 01–99–015) received on 
March 8, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2311. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Control of Air Pol-
lution From New Motor Vehicles; Compli-
ance Programs for New Light-Duty Vehicles 
and Light Trucks’’ (FRL6312–9) received on 
March 17, 1999; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–2312. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Regulations for Administrative and 
Visitor Facility Sites on National Wildlife 
Refuges in Alaska’’ (RIN1018–AE21) received 
on March 17, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–2313. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Seasonal Closure of the Moose Range 
Meadows Public Access Easements in the 
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge’’ (RIN1018–
AE58) received on March 17, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–2314. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act Amendments’’; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–2315. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department’s report on the Price-
Anderson Act; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–2316. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Corporation’s 
Annual Performance Plan for fiscal year 
2000; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2317. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Agency’s Annual Perform-
ance Plan for fiscal year 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2318. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Department’s 
report on the National Institutes of Health 
Loan Repayment Program for Research Gen-
erally for 1998; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2319. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Civil Rights, Department 
of Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the Office for Civil 
Rights for fiscal year 1998; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2320. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘List of Drug Products That 
Have Been Withdrawn or Removed From the 

Market for Reasons of Safety or Effective-
ness’’ (Docket 98N–0655) received on March 
17, 1999; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2321. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Labor, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Dip-
ping and Coating Operations’’ (RIN1218–
AB55) received on March 17, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–2322. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Commis-
sion’s Annual Report to Congress for fiscal 
year 1998; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

EC–2323. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Panama Canal Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s annual report under the Free-
dom of Information Act for fiscal year 1998; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–2324. A communication from the Rules 
Administrator of the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons, Department of Justice, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Birth Control, Pregnancy, Child Placement, 
and Abortion’’ (RIN1120–AA31) received on 
March 4, 1999; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

EC–2325. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Policy Directives and Instructions 
Branch, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Nonimmigrant Visa Exemption for 
Certain Nationals of the British Virgin Is-
lands Entering the United States Through 
St. Thomas, United States Virgin Islands’’ 
(RIN1115–AF28) received on February 18, 1999; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC–2326. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Committee for Purchase 
From People Who are Blind or Severely Dis-
abled, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of additions to the Committee’s Procure-
ment List dated March 10, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2327. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the United States Office of Personnel 
Management, transmitting, a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled ‘‘The Retirement 
Coverage Error Correction Act’’; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2328. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Department’s 
report entitled ‘‘Electrocardiogram Trans-
portation Payments’’; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2329. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Determination of Issue Price in the 
Case of Certain Debt Instruments Issued for 
Property’’ (Rev. Rul. 99–17) received on 
March 17, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2330. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Examination of Returns and 
Claims for Refund, Credit, or Abatement; De-
termination of Correct Tax Liability’’ (Rev. 
Proc. 99–19) received on March 17, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–2331. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Depart-
ment’s report on an estimation that the lim-
itation on the Government National Mort-
gage Association’s authority to make com-

mitments for fiscal year 1999 will be reached 
before the end of the year; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2332. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office 
of Public and Indian Housing, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Public Housing Agency Plans’’ 
(RIN2577–AB89) received on March 18, 1999; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–2333. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office 
of Housing, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Real Es-
tate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA) 
Statement of Policy 1999–1 Regarding Lender 
Payments to Mortgage Brokers’’ (RIN2502–
AH33) received on March 18, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–2334. A communication from the Dep-
uty Under Secretary of Defense for Environ-
mental Security, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Defense Environmental Response 
Task Force report for fiscal year 1998; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2335. A communication from the Dep-
uty Under Secretary of Defense for Science 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Annual Report of the Strategic En-
vironmental Research and Development Pro-
gram for fiscal year 1998; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–2336. A communication from the Dep-
uty Under Secretary of Defense for Science 
and Technology, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Annual Report of the Scientific Ad-
visory Board of the Strategic Environmental 
Research and Development Program; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2337. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Depart-
ment’s report entitled ‘‘Extraordinary Con-
tractual Actions to Facilitate the National 
Defense; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–2338. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Department’s ‘‘Report on Restructuring 
Costs Associated with Business Combina-
tions’’ dated March 1, 1999; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–2339. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled ‘‘The Military Pay and Retirement 
Reform Act’’; to the Committee on Armed 
Services.

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive report of 
committee was submitted on March 24, 
1999:

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Treaty Doc. 104–6 (Exec. Rept. 106–1) 
TEXT OF THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED 

RESOLUTION OF ADVICE AND CONSENT 
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 

concurring therein),
SECTION 1. SENATE ADVICE AND CONSENT SUB-

JECT TO CONDITIONS AND UNDER-
STANDINGS . 

The Senate advises and consents to the 
ratification of the Convention on Nuclear 
Safety, done at Vienna on September 20, 1994 
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(Senate Treaty Document 104–6), subject to 
the conditions of section 2 and the under-
standings of section 3. 
SEC. 2. CONDITIONS. 

The advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification of the Convention on Nuclear 
Safety is subject to the following conditions, 
which shall be binding upon the President: 

(1) CERTIFICATION ON THE ELIMINATION OF 
DUPLICATIVE ACTIVITIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 
after the deposit of the United States instru-
ment of ratification, the President shall cer-
tify to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress that the United States Government 
will not engage in any multilateral activity 
in the field of international nuclear regula-
tion or nuclear safety that unnecessarily du-
plicates a multilateral activity undertaken 
pursuant to the Convention. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The United States shall 
not contribute to or participate in the oper-
ation of the Convention other than by depos-
iting the United States instrument of ratifi-
cation until the certification required by 
subparagraph (A) has been made. 

(2) COMMITMENT TO REVIEW REPORTS.—Not 
later than 45 days after the deposit of the 
United States instrument of ratification, the 
President shall certify to the appropriate 
committees of Congress that the United 
States will comment in each review meeting 
held under Article 20 of the Convention (in-
cluding each meeting of a subgroup) upon as-
pects of safety significance in any report 
submitted pursuant to Article 5 of the Con-
vention by any State Party that is receiving 
United States financial or technical assist-
ance relating to the improvement in safety 
of its nuclear installations. 

(3) LIMITATION ON THE COST OF IMPLEMENTA-
TION.— 

(A) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of the Convention, and subject to the 
requirements of subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), 
and (E), the United States shall pay no more 
than $1,000,000 as the portion of the United 
States annual assessed contribution to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency attrib-
utable to the payment of the costs incurred 
by the Agency in carrying out all activities 
under the Convention. 

(B) RECALCULATION OF LIMITATION.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—On January 1, 2000, and at 

3-year intervals thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of General Services, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, shall prescribe 
an amount that shall apply in lieu of the 
amount specified in subparagraph (A) and 
that shall be determined by adjusting the 
last amount applicable under that subpara-
graph to reflect the percentage increase by 
which the Consumer Price Index for the pre-
ceding calendar year exceeds the Consumer 
Price Index for the calendar year three years 
previously. 

(ii) CONSUMER PRICE INDEX DEFINED.—In 
this subparagraph, the term ‘‘Consumer 
Price Index’’ means the last Consumer Price 
Index for all-urban consumers published by 
the Department of Labor. 

(C) ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS REQUIRING 
CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL.—

(i) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), the President may furnish addi-
tional contributions to the regular budget of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency 
which would otherwise be prohibited under 
subparagraph (A) if—

(I) the President determines and certifies 
in writing to the appropriate committees of 
Congress that the failure to make such con-
tributions for the operation of the Conven-
tion would jeopardize the national security 
interests of the United States; and 

(II) Congress enacts a joint resolution ap-
proving the certification of the President 
under subclause (I). 

(ii) STATEMENT OF REASONS.—Any certifi-
cation made under clause (i) shall be accom-
panied by a detailed statement setting forth 
the specific reasons therefor and the specific 
uses to which the additional contributions 
provided to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency would be applied. 

(4) COMPLETE REVIEW OF INFORMATION BY 
THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT.—

(A) UNDERSTANDING.—The United States 
understands that neither Article 27 nor any 
other provision of the Convention shall be 
construed as limiting the access of the legis-
lative branch of the United States Govern-
ment to any information relating to the op-
eration of the Convention, including access 
to information described in Article 27 of the 
Convention. 

(B) PROTECTION OF INFORMATION.—The Sen-
ate understands that the confidentiality of 
information provided by other States Parties 
that is properly identified as protected pur-
suant to Article 27 of the Convention will be 
respected. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 45 days 
after the deposit of the United States instru-
ment of ratification, the President shall cer-
tify to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress that the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall be given full and com-
plete access to—

(i) all information in the possession of the 
United States Government specifically relat-
ing to the operation of the Convention that 
is submitted by any other State Party pursu-
ant to Article 5 of the Convention, including 
any report or document; and 

(ii) information specifically relating to any 
review or analysis by any department, agen-
cy, or other entity of the United States, or 
any official thereof, undertaken pursuant to 
Article 20 of the Convention, of any report or 
document submitted by any other State 
Party. 

(D) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Upon the re-
quest of the chairman of either of the appro-
priate committees of Congress, the President 
shall submit to the respective committee an 
unclassified report, and a classified annex as 
appropriate, detailing—

(i) how the objective of a high level of nu-
clear safety has been furthered by the oper-
ation of the Convention; 

(ii) with respect to the operation of the 
Convention on an Article-by-Article basis—

(I) the situation addressed in the Article of 
the Convention; 

(II) the results achieved under the Conven-
tion in implementing the relevant obligation 
under that Article of the Convention; and 

(III) the plans and measures for corrective 
action on both a national and international 
level to achieve further progress in imple-
menting the relevant obligation under that 
Article of the Convention; and 

(iii) on a country-by-country basis, for 
each country that is receiving United States 
financial or technical assistance relating to 
nuclear safety improvement—

(I) a list of all nuclear installations within 
the country, including those installations 
operating, closed, and planned, and an iden-
tification of those nuclear installations 
where significant corrective action is found 
necessary by assessment; 

(II) a review of all safety assessments per-
formed and the results of those assessments 
for existing nuclear installations; 

(III) a review of the safety of each nuclear 
installation using installation-specific data 
and analysis showing trends of safety signifi-

cance and illustrated by particular safety-re-
lated issues at each installation; 

(IV) a review of the position of the country 
as to the further operation of each nuclear 
installation in the country; 

(V) an evaluation of the adequacy and ef-
fectiveness of the national legislative and 
regulatory framework in place in the coun-
try, including an assessment of the licensing 
system, inspection, assessment, and enforce-
ment procedures governing the safety of nu-
clear installations; 

(VI) a description of the country’s on-site 
and off-site emergency preparedness; and 

(VII) the amount of financial and technical 
assistance relating to nuclear safety im-
provement expended as of the date of the re-
port by the United States, including, to the 
extent feasible, an itemization by nuclear in-
stallation, and the amount intended for ex-
penditure by the United States on each such 
installation in the future. 

(5) AMENDMENTS TO THE CONVENTION.—
(A) VOTING REPRESENTATION OF THE UNITED 

STATES.—A United States representative—
(i) will be present at any review meeting, 

extraordinary meeting, or Diplomatic Con-
ference held to consider any amendment to 
the Convention Amendment Conferences; 
and 

(ii) will cast a vote, either affirmative or 
negative, on each proposed amendment made 
at any such meeting or conference. 

(B) SUBMISSION OF AMENDMENTS AS TREA-
TIES.—The President shall submit to the 
Senate for its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion under Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 of 
the Constitution of the United States any 
amendment to the Convention adopted at a 
review meeting, extraordinary meeting, or 
Diplomatic Conference. 

(6) TREATY INTERPRETATION.—
(A) PRINCIPLES OF TREATY INTERPRETA-

TION.—The Senate affirms the applicability 
to all treaties of the constitutionally-based 
principles of treaty interpretation set forth 
in condition (1) in the resolution of ratifica-
tion of the INF Treaty, approved by the Sen-
ate on May 27, 1988. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION OF SENATE RESOLUTION OF 
RATIFICATION.—Nothing in condition (1) of 
the resolution of ratification of the INF 
Treaty, approved by the Senate on May 27, 
1988, shall be construed as authorizing the 
President to obtain legislative approval for 
modifications or amendments to treaties 
through majority approval of both Houses of 
Congress. 

(C) DEFINITION.—As used in this paragraph, 
the term ‘‘INF Treaty’’ refers to the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
the Elimination of Their Intermediate-
Range and Shorter Range Missiles, together 
with the related memorandum of under-
standing and protocols, done at Washington 
on December 8, 1987. 
SEC. 3. UNDERSTANDINGS. 

The advice and consent of the Senate to 
the Convention on Nuclear Safety is subject 
to the following understandings: 

(1) DISMANTLEMENT OF THE JURAGUA NU-
CLEAR REACTOR.—The United States under-
stands that—

(A) no practical degree of upgrade to the 
safety of the planned nuclear installation at 
Cienfuegos, Cuba, can adequately improve 
the safety of the existing installation; and 

(B) therefore, Cuba must undertake, in ac-
cordance with its obligations under the Con-
vention, not to complete the Juragua nu-
clear installation. 

(2) IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—
(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
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(i) since its creation, the International 

Atomic Energy Agency has provided more 
than $50,000,000 of technical assistance to 
countries of concern to the United States, as 
specified in section 307(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227(a)) and in 
provisions of foreign operations appropria-
tions Acts; 

(ii) the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy has budgeted, from 1995 through 1999, 
more than $1,500,000 for three ongoing tech-
nical assistance projects related to the 
Bushehr nuclear installation under construc-
tion in Iran; and 

(iii) the International Atomic Energy 
Agency continues to provide technical as-
sistance to the partially completed nuclear 
installation at Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate 
urges the President to withhold each fiscal 
year a proportionate share of the United 
States voluntary contribution allocated for 
the International Atomic Energy Agency’s 
technical cooperation fund unless and until 
the Agency discontinues the provision of all 
technical assistance to programs and 
projects in Iran and Cuba. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this resolution: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-

GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) CONVENTION.—The term ‘‘Convention’’ 
means the Convention on Nuclear Safety, 
done at Vienna on September 20, 1994 (Senate 
Treaty Document 104–6). 

(3) NUCLEAR INSTALLATION.—The term ‘‘nu-
clear installation’’ has the meaning given 
the term in Article 2(i) of the Convention. 

(4) STATE PARTY.—The term ‘‘State Party’’ 
means any nation that is a party to the Con-
vention. 

(5) UNITED STATES INSTRUMENT OF RATIFI-
CATION.—The term ‘‘United States instru-
ment of ratification’’ means the instrument 
of ratification of the United States of the 
Convention. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HELMS (for himself and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

S. 693. A bill to assist in the enhancement 
of the security of Taiwan, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 

S. 694. A bill to authorize the conveyance 
of the Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve 
Plant No. 387, Dallas, Texas; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself and Mr. 
COVERDELL): 

S. 695. A bill to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to establish a national ceme-
tery for veterans in the Atlanta, Georgia, 
metropolitan area; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 696. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services to submit to 
Congress a plan to include as a benefit under 
the medicare program coverage of outpatient 
prescription drugs, and to provide for the 

funding of such benefit; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

S. 697. A bill to ensure that a woman can 
designate an obstetrician or gynecologist as 
her primary care provider; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 698. A bill to review the suitability and 

feasibility of recovering costs of high alti-
tude rescues at Denali National Park and 
Preserve in the state of Alaska, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS): 

S. 699. A bill to protect the public, espe-
cially senior citizens, against telemarketing 
fraud, including fraud over the Internet, and 
to authorize an educational campaign to im-
prove senior citizens’ ability to protect 
themselves against telemarketing fraud; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 700. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Ala Kahakai 
Trail as a National Historic Trail; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and 
Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 701. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 290 Broadway in New 
York, New York, as the ‘‘Ronald H. Brown 
Federal Building’’; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY): 

S. 702. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit discrimina-
tion in the payment of wages on account of 
sex, race, or national origin, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. INHOFE, and 
Mr. HELMS): 

S. 703. A bill to amend section 922 of chap-
ter 44 of title 18, United States Code; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself, Mr. JOHNSON, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mrs. LINCOLN, and Mr. 
ABRAHAM): 

S. 704. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to combat the overutilization of 
prison health care services and control rising 
prisoner health care costs; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT: 
S. 705. A bill to repeal section 8003 of Pub-

lic Law 105–174; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. REID, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. DODD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. SARBANES): 

S. 706. A bill to create a National Museum 
of Women’s History Advisory Committee; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. REED, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. KOHL, and Mr. REID): 

S. 707. A bill to amend the Older Americans 
Act of 1965 to establish a national family 
caregiver support program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CHAFEE, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KERRY, and 
Mr. KERREY): 

S. 708. A bill to improve the administrative 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Nation’s 
abuse and neglect courts and the quality and 
availability of training for judges, attorneys, 
and volunteers working in such courts, and 
for other purposes consistent with the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act of 1997; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 709. A bill to amend the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 to es-
tablish and sustain viable rural and remote 
communities, and to provide affordable hous-
ing and community development assistance 
to rural areas with excessively high rates of 
outmigration and low per capita income lev-
els; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI): 

S. 710. A bill to authorize the feasibility 
study on the preservation of certain Civil 
War battlefields along the Vicksburg Cam-
paign Trail; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 711. A bill to allow for the investment of 
joint Federal and State funds from the civil 
settlement of damages from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. 712. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to allow postal patrons to con-
tribute to funding for highway-rail grade 
crossing safety through the voluntary pur-
chase of certain specially issued United 
States postage stamps; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs.

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. COVER-
DELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
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Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
KYL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SMITH of 
New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 74. A resolution expressing the sup-
port of the Senate for the members of the 
United States Armed Forces who are en-
gaged in military operations against the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia; considered 
and agreed to.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HELMS (for himself and 
Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 693. A bill to assist in the enhance-
ment of the security of Taiwan, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations 

TAIWAN SECURITY ENHANCEMENT ACT

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, today on 
behalf of the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey, Mr. TORRICELLI, and 
myself, I am sending to the desk a bill 
entitled ‘‘The Taiwan Security En-
hancement Act.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
This bill is to do the best we can to 

ensure that the United States is ful-
filling its obligations to the Republic 
of China as specified by the Taiwan Re-
lations Act. 

Mr. President, this has been done 
reasonably well for about 20 years, but 
recent trends disclose the need for ef-
forts by the United States to be 
stepped up, hence the introduction of 
this bill by Senator TORRICELLI and 
me. There will undoubtedly be further 
additions to the sponsorship of this 
bill. In any case, as you know, the Pen-
tagon, last month, delivered to the 
Congress a report entitled ‘‘The Secu-
rity Situation in the Taiwan Straits.’’ 
Frankly, I found this report exceed-
ingly disturbing. 

For openers, the report stated that 
Red China has been and will continue 
to deploy a large number of missiles di-
rectly across the strait from Taiwan. 
In fact, according to media reports, 
China already has more than 150 such 
missiles aimed at Taiwan and plans to 
increase the number to 650 during the 
next few years. 

Taiwan has virtually no defenses 
against such missiles. In 1995 and 1996, 
Red China proved beyond a shadow of a 
doubt a willingness to use these mis-

siles, at a minimum to intimidate Tai-
wan. 

I think Americans should also be 
concerned about Chinese missiles. In 
late November, the Chinese People’s 
Liberation Army conducted exercises 
consisting of mock missile attacks on 
United States forces in South Korea 
and in Japan. The Pentagon report, to 
which I just referred, also makes clear 
that mainland China’s vast quan-
titative edge over Taiwan in naval and 
air power, coupled with China’s ongo-
ing modernization drive, will prove 
overwhelming in any sort of military 
confrontation. The Pentagon report 
concluded that Taiwan’s future success 
in deterring Chinese aggression will 
be—and I quote from the report—‘‘de-
pendent on its continued acquisition of 
modern arms, technology and equip-
ment and its ability to deal with a 
number of systemic problems’’ such as 
logistics. 

This is precisely where the United 
States had better step in, Mr. Presi-
dent, because the United States is the 
only power in the world that can assure 
that Taiwan can continue to acquire 
the weapons it needs and deal with its 
systemic problems. 

The question is, Will we do it? Com-
munist China has coupled its military 
buildup and threats against Taiwan 
with increased pressure on the United 
States to limit or to cease our arms 
sales to Taiwan. This is reminiscent of 
1982 when the Reagan administration 
yielded to Chinese pressure and mis-
takenly agreed to limit and gradually 
reduce our arms sales to Taiwan in the 
regrettable August communique. 

President Clinton, similarly, last 
summer caved in to Beijing’s three 
noes—no, no, no. Will arms sales to 
Taiwan be sacrificed next? I put a ques-
tion mark after it because I hope the 
administration will recover from its 
lack of foresight of last summer. 

In any event, if one listens to admin-
istration officials, who somehow seem 
incapable of commenting on arms sales 
to Taiwan without mentioning the 1982 
communique, or the administration’s 
refusal to sell submarines to Taiwan on 
the flimsy pretext that those sub-
marines are offensive, I think one will 
get some idea of where the United 
States arms sales to Taiwan will be if 
we do not now stand steadfast. 

Let me explain. Sections 3(a) and 3(b) 
of the Taiwan Relations Act compel us, 
oblige us, to provide defensive arms to 
Taiwan based solely upon the judgment 
of the United States regarding Tai-
wan’s needs, meaning that Beijing’s 
opinion doesn’t count. Given China’s 
threatening military buildup, it is un-
likely that Taiwan’s legitimate needs 
are going to go down soon. Nor should 
U.S. arms sales go down, Mr. President. 

Moreover, it is high time to begin a 
discussion of whether the United 
States ought to be doing more in the 
way of exchanges in training and plan-

ning with Taiwan’s military. The Tai-
wan military has operated in virtual 
isolation for 20 years, and this has cer-
tainly contributed to some of the sys-
temic problems alluded to in the Pen-
tagon report, to which I referred just a 
moment ago. 

Taiwan’s military does not exercise 
with us. They do not plan with us. 
When the Red Chinese missiles were 
flying over Taiwan in 1996 and our car-
riers went to the strait, the Taiwan 
military had no direct or secure way of 
communicating with the United States 
fleet, none whatsoever. The question is, 
Do we want to be stuck in that situa-
tion again? While the Secretary of De-
fense and other top officials can rub el-
bows in Beijing and possibly have 
champagne, the State Department pre-
vents any other officer above the rank 
of colonel setting foot on Taiwan. 

In addition to being outrageous, this 
cannot help having a corrosive effect 
on our joint ability to deter conflict in 
the Taiwan Strait over time. 

All of this is why I have introduced, 
with Senator TORRICELLI, the Taiwan 
Security Enhancement Act, which has 
three main thrusts. Let me briefly 
identify each of them. 

One, the Taiwan Security Enhance-
ment Act seeks to ensure that our 
friends in Taiwan will have the nec-
essary equipment to maintain their 
self-defense capabilities as required by 
the Taiwan Relations Act. It does this 
by prohibiting any politically moti-
vated reductions in arms sales to Tai-
wan pursuant to the 1982 communique 
and by authorizing the sale to Taiwan 
of a broad array of defense systems, in-
cluding missile defense systems, sat-
ellite early warning data, diesel sub-
marines, and advanced air-to-air mis-
siles. 

Secondly, the Taiwan Security En-
hancement Act, which I have just in-
troduced, seeks to bolster the process 
for defense sales to Taiwan. The bill 
does this in several ways. It requires an 
increase in staffing at the currently 
overworked technical section at the 
American Institute in Taiwan. It also 
requires the President to report to 
Congress annually on Taiwan’s defense 
requests and to justify any rejection or 
postponement of arms sales to Taiwan. 

These actions are not currently 
taken and the President and the Con-
gress need to get more involved in the 
process, precisely as the Taiwan Secu-
rity Enhancement Act, which I just in-
troduced, will require. 

Third, the Taiwan Security Enhance-
ment Act will redress some of the defi-
ciencies in readiness resulting in part 
from the 20-year isolation of Taiwan’s 
military. This will be achieved by sup-
porting Taiwan’s increased participa-
tion at United States defense colleges, 
requiring the enhancement of our mili-
tary exchanges and joint training, and 
establishing direct communication be-
tween our respective militaries. 
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All of this will merely implement 

section 2(b)(6) of what? It will imple-
ment the Taiwan Relations Act, which 
calls for the United States—not Tai-
wan, but the United States—to main-
tain a capacity to resist any resort to 
force or coercion that would jeopardize 
Taiwan. 

How can we maintain that capacity 
over the long run if we can’t even com-
municate with Taiwan’s military—ob-
viously, we can’t—or if we do not do 
joint planning and training with Tai-
wan’s military? 

I can hear it now. Some are going to 
say this is provocative. They will claim 
that doing these things will upset the 
United States relationship with China. 
This is true. The Red Chinese won’t 
like this bill. But I think we all know, 
Mr. President, that many of the things 
called for in this legislation must be 
done at the earliest possible time. 

China’s behavior—let me be clear—
mainland China’s behavior is a clear 
warning that it is time for the United 
States to be much more serious about 
maintaining a posture of deterrence in 
the western Pacific and in protecting 
our loyal, long-time friends in the Re-
public of China on Taiwan.

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 694. A bill to authorize the convey-
ance of the Naval Weapons Industrial 
Reserve Plant No. 387, Dallas, Texas; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 
CONVEYANCE OF THE NAVAL WEAPONS INDUS-

TRIAL RESERVE PLANT NO. 387, DALLAS, 
TEXAS

∑ Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, along 
with Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, I 
am introducing legislation today which 
will authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to transfer ownership of the prop-
erty known as the Naval Weapons In-
dustrial Reserve Plant #387, located in 
Dallas, Texas, to the City of Dallas. 
This legislation allows the Navy to di-
vest itself of property no longer needed 
to accomplish the Navy’s mission, 
while enabling the City of Dallas to 
maintain and develop the facilities in 
the best interests of the citizens of the 
Metroplex. 

The Navy Weapons Plant in Dallas is 
adjacent to Naval Air Station Dallas, 
which was closed by the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission of 1993. 
Years ago, the work performed at the 
plant directly supported the Navy and 
its missions, but today, the Navy no 
longer needs the facility. With all of 
our military services struggling to 
meet today’s unprecedented number of 
peacekeeping, humanitarian assist-
ance, and sanctions enforcement oper-
ations, the Navy and the taxpayer can-
not afford to maintain a facility that is 
no longer needed. The legislation I in-
troduce today relieves the Navy of the 
costs of ownership while ensuring that 
the citizens of North Texas are allowed 
to use the facilities for public benefit. 

The bill will permit the City of Dal-
las to continue its special relationship 
with Northrop Grumman Corporation, 
the current contract tenant. Northrop 
Grumman utilizes the facility pri-
marily to manufacture commercial air-
craft components and systems. As one 
of America’s premier aerospace and de-
fense companies, Northrop Grumman’s 
operations in Dallas are vital to our 
national economy and security, as evi-
denced by their annual economic im-
pact of $840 million. Northrop Grum-
man’s current operations at the plant 
provide direct employment for 5,600 
Texas workers, while another 16,800 in-
direct jobs are created in the metro-
politan area. This bill gives the City of 
Dallas the opportunity to assure the 
continuation of jobs, growth, and op-
portunity at the plant when the Navy 
leaves the area. This is precisely the 
kind of public-private partnership that 
will be the foundation for prosperity in 
the future. I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 694
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. LAND CONVEYANCE, NAVAL WEAP-

ONS INDUSTRIAL RESERVE PLANT 
NO. 387, DALLAS, TEXAS. 

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—(1) The Sec-
retary of the Navy may convey to the City of 
Dallas, Texas (in this section referred to as 
the ‘‘City’’), all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to parcels of real 
property consisting of approximately 314 
acres and comprising the Naval Weapons In-
dustrial Reserve Plant No. 387, Dallas, Texas. 

(2)(A) As part of the conveyance authorized 
by paragraph (1), the Secretary may convey 
to the City such improvements, equipment, 
fixtures, and other personal property located 
on the parcels referred to in that paragraph 
as the Secretary determines to be not re-
quired by the Navy for other purposes. 

(B) The Secretary may permit the City to 
review and inspect the improvements, equip-
ment, fixtures, and other personal property 
located on the parcels referred to in para-
graph (1) for purposes of the conveyance au-
thorized by this paragraph. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO CONVEY WITHOUT CONSID-
ERATION.—The conveyance authorized by 
subsection (a) may be made without consid-
eration if the Secretary determines that the 
conveyance on that basis would be in the 
best interests of the United States. 

(c) EXCEPTION FROM SCREENING REQUIRE-
MENT.—The conveyance authorized by sub-
section (a) shall be made without regard to 
the requirement under section 2696 of title 
10, United States Code, that the property be 
screened for further Federal use in accord-
ance with the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et 
seq.). 

(d) CONDITION OF CONVEYANCE.—The con-
veyance authorized by subsection (a) shall be 
subject to the condition that the City—

(1) use the parcels, directly or through an 
agreement with a public or private entity, 

for economic purposes or such other public 
purposes as the City determines appropriate; 
or 

(2) convey the parcels to an appropriate 
public or private entity for use for such pur-
poses. 

(e) REVERSION.—If, during the 5-year period 
beginning on the date the Secretary makes 
the conveyance authorized by subsection (a), 
the Secretary determines that the conveyed 
real property is not being used for a purpose 
specified in subsection (d), all right, title, 
and interest in and to the property, includ-
ing any improvements thereon, shall revert 
to the United States, and the United States 
shall have the right of immediate entry onto 
the property. 

(f) INTERIM LEASE.—(1) Until such time as 
the real property described in subsection (a) 
is conveyed by deed under this section, the 
Secretary may continue to lease the prop-
erty, together with improvements thereon, 
to the current tenant under the existing 
terms and conditions of the lease for the 
property. 

(2) If good faith negotiations for the con-
veyance of the property continue under this 
section beyond the end of the third year of 
the term of the existing lease for the prop-
erty, the Secretary shall continue to lease 
the property to the current tenant of the 
property under the terms and conditions ap-
plicable to the first three years of the lease 
of the property pursuant to the existing 
lease for the property. 

(g) MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY.—(1) Sub-
ject to paragraph (2), the Secretary shall be 
responsible for maintaining the real property 
to be conveyed under this section in its con-
dition as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act until such time as the property is con-
veyed by deed under this section. 

(2) The current tenant of the property shall 
be responsible for any maintenance required 
under paragraph (1) to the extent of the ac-
tivities of that tenant at the property during 
the period covered by that paragraph. 

(h) ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
City shall not be responsible for any environ-
mental restoration or remediation that is re-
quired with respect to the real property to be 
conveyed under subsection (a) as a result of 
activities of parties other than the City at 
the property before its conveyance under 
this section. 

(i) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the real 
property to be conveyed under subsection (a) 
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory 
to the Secretary. The cost of the survey 
shall be borne by the City. 

(j) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with the 
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the 
interests of the United States.∑

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself 
and Mr. COVERDELL): 

S. 695. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs to establish a na-
tional cemetery for Veterans in the At-
lanta, Georgia, metropolitan area; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
LEGISLATION TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL CEME-

TERY FOR VETERANS IN ATLANTA, GEORGIA 
∑ Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to offer an important 
piece of legislation designed to address 
a critical need of Georgia’s veterans 
and their families. 
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One of the greatest honors our coun-

try provides for a veteran’s service is 
the opportunity to be buried in a na-
tional cemetery. It is logical that a 
veteran’s family would want to have 
the grave site of their loved one close 
by. They want to be able to place flow-
ers or a folded American flag by the 
headstone of their father, mother, sis-
ter or brother. Georgia veterans’ fami-
lies deserve such consideration. The es-
tablishment of a new veterans national 
cemetery in the Atlanta metropolitan 
area is one of my highest legislative 
priorities. 

The current veterans population in 
Georgia is estimated to be nearly 
700,000, with over 400,000 residing in the 
Metro Atlanta area. One state cur-
rently has two cemeteries designated 
specifically for veterans, in Marietta 
and Andersonville. Marietta National 
Cemetery has been full since 1970, and 
Andersonville National Historic Ceme-
tery is located in southwest Georgia, at 
a considerable distance from most of 
the states veterans population. 

The large population of veterans’ 
families in Metro Atlanta and North 
Georgia is not being served, and we 
need to change that. Abraham Lincoln 
once said: ‘All that a man hath will he 
give for his life; and while all con-
tribute of their substance the soldier 
puts his life at stake, and often yields 
it up in his country’s cause. The high-
est merit, then, is due to the soldier.’

We owe it to our veterans to provide 
a national veterans cemetery close to 
their home. 

I have been pursuing this matter for 
over 20 years, since I was head of the 
Veterans’ Administration, now called 
the Department of Veterans’ Affairs. 
Nationally, there are over 300,000 va-
cancies in national cemeteries for vet-
erans, but in Georgia, there are no such 
vacancies. The only option these vet-
erans have in Andersonville, a national 
historic cemetery which is operated by 
the National Parks Service, not the 
VA, and is more than 100 miles away 
from the Metro Atlanta area. This 
deeply concerns me, especially when 
one considers that Georgia has the 
highest rate of growth in terms of mili-
tary retirees in the Nation, and that 
the majority of these veterans reside in 
Metro Atlanta. We really must do bet-
ter for our veterans. 

In 1979, when I was head of the VA, 
our studies documented that the At-
lanta metropolitan area was the area 
having the largest veterans population 
in the country without a national cem-
etery. Later that same year, I an-
nounced that Metro Atlanta had been 
chosen as the site for a new VA ceme-
tery, which was to be opened in late 
1983. The Atlanta location was chosen 
after an exhaustive review of many 
sites, including consideration of envi-
ronmental, access, and land use fac-
tors, and most importantly, the den-
sity of veterans population. Unfortu-

nately, the Reagan Administration 
later withdrew approved of the Atlanta 
site. Over the years since then, Atlanta 
has repeatedly been one of the top 
areas in the United States most in need 
of an additional national cemetery. 

Mr. President, the bill I am intro-
ducing today is simple. It requires the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to es-
tablish a national cemetery in the At-
lanta metropolitan area. It also re-
quires the VA to consult with appro-
priate federal, state, and local officials 
to determine the most suitable site. 

I believe this bill is a necessary first 
step toward the eventual establishment 
of a national cemetery to meet the 
needs of Atlanta’s veterans and their 
families. Admittedly, several factors 
must be resolved before the cemetery 
can be established. A site must be 
found and funding must be made avail-
able. However, we must move swiftly 
to resolve this problem so that a crit-
ical element of our commitment to the 
Nation’s veterans can be met. 

I am hopeful that the Senate will 
take favorable action on my bill during 
this Congress. I want to thank my col-
league from Georgia, Senator COVER-
DELL, for joining me in this important 
effort, and Representative BARR for 
sponsoring the companion bill in the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 695
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall establish, in accordance 
with chapter 24 of title 38, United States 
Code, a national cemetery in the Atlanta, 
Georgia, metropolitan area to serve the 
needs of veterans and their families. 

(b) CONSULTATION IN SELECTION OF SITE.—
Before selecting the site for the national 
cemetery established under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall consult with—

(1) appropriate officials of the State of 
Georgia and local officials of the Atlanta, 
Georgia, metropolitan area; and 

(2) appropriate officials of the United 
States, including the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services, with respect to land belonging 
to the United States in that area that would 
be suitable to establish the national ceme-
tery under subsection (a). 

(c) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
on the establishment of the national ceme-
tery under subsection (a). The report shall 
set forth a schedule for such establishment 
and an estimate of the costs associated with 
such establishment.∑

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
today I am proud to join my esteemed 
colleague from Georgia, Senator 
CLELAND, to introduce once again a 
very important piece of legislation au-
thorizing a new National Cemetery in 

the Atlanta, Georgia, metropolitan 
area. For many years Georgia has had 
a pressing need for a new national cem-
etery for veterans. With the leadership 
of my friend from Georgia who, I might 
add, has been working to make this a 
reality for about twenty years, we hope 
to pass this bill this year for our na-
tion’s veterans. 

Mr. President, Georgia has one of the 
fastest growing veterans populations in 
the country. Currently, about 700,000 
veterans call Georgia home with well 
over half, about 440,000, living in the 
Metro-Atlanta region; the area where 
this new cemetery would be built. How-
ever, the only national cemetery in the 
area has been full since 1970. Further-
more, the only other veterans ceme-
tery in the state is operated by the Na-
tional Parks Service, not the Depart-
ment of Veterans’ Affairs, and is in 
Andersonville, a town in southwest 
Georgia far from the concentration of 
Georgia veterans. 

Mr. President, I believe we clearly 
demonstrate the need for a new na-
tional cemetery in Georgia. VA studies 
have concurred the need for this ceme-
tery and, in fact, Atlanta was chosen as 
a site for a new cemetery in 1983. It is 
now time to build this needed tribute. 

Burial in a national cemetery is a de-
serving honor for our nation’s vet-
erans, but it is becoming increasingly 
difficult to bestow upon them, espe-
cially in Georgia. This bipartisan legis-
lation seeks to remedy this situation. 
Mr. President, by focusing on areas 
across the country with pressing needs 
for more burial slots, Congress can in-
crease access to the honor of burial in 
a national cemetery. Georgia is such 
an area. By passing this measure, Con-
gress would help veterans, and their 
families, find a burial place befitting 
their patriotic service to this great 
land. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 696. A bill to require the Secretary 

of Health and Human Services to sub-
mit to Congress a plan to include as a 
benefit under the medicare program 
coverage of outpatient prescription 
drugs, and to provide for the funding of 
such benefit; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE ACT 

OF 1999

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Medicare Pre-
scription Drug Coverage Act of 1999, a 
bill that calls for a full prescription 
drug benefit for all of America’s senior 
citizens within the Medicare program. 

This bill is the Senate companion to 
H.R. 886, which was introduced by Con-
gressman BARNEY FRANK of Massachu-
setts earlier this month and which al-
ready has 22 House cosponsors. 

One of the beauties of the Medicare 
Prescription Drug Coverage Act of 1999 
is its simplicity. The Act does four 
things. First, it directs the Secretary 
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of Health and Human Services to study 
the establishment of an outpatient pre-
scription drug benefit under Medicare 
that provides for full coverage of out-
patient prescription drugs. Second, the 
Secretary will determine the suffi-
ciency of the estate tax to fund the 
costs of that outpatient drug benefit. 
Third, the Secretary must submit a re-
port to Congress within six months 
that includes a legislative proposal to 
provide for full coverage of outpatient 
prescription drugs. Finally, the bill 
transfers Federal estate tax revenues 
to the Medicare Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund where those monies will be 
placed in a separate Outpatient Pre-
scription Drug Account to pay for this 
coverage. 

Mr. President, now more than ever, a 
Medicare prescription drug benefit is 
needed. When Medicare was first adopt-
ed the program was designed to reflect 
typical private health insurance which 
often did not include outpatient pre-
scription drugs. Then and since, the 
pharmaceutical industry has opposed a 
prescription drug benefit in order to 
protect its profits without regard to 
America’s senior citizens. Even today, 
the industry is unwilling to shed some 
of its profits to allow all senior citizens 
access to needed prescription drugs. 
But the time has come for Congress to 
say ‘‘no’’ to the undue influence of 
drug companies in Washington and 
‘‘yes’’ to Medicare prescription drug 
coverage. 

Why has the need for the Medicare 
Prescription Drug Coverage Act of 1999 
become so acute? The reasons are well 
known. First, the cost of prescription 
drugs has skyrocketed in recent years. 
Last year alone, prices increased an es-
timated 17%. This increase in drug 
costs hits seniors disproportionately. 

A 1998 study by the minority staff of 
the House Government Reform Com-
mittee found that older Americans 
without prescription drug insurance 
pay on average twice as much as the 
discounted prices drug companies offer 
large scale purchasers like HMOs, phar-
maceutical benefit managers and gov-
ernment agencies. Even more astound-
ing are comparisons that show the 
price of some drugs are up to 15 times 
higher for seniors. Recalcitrance on the 
part of the pharmaceutical industry 
and the Congress has not only forced 
seniors to the pay for drugs out of their 
own pockets, but the price seniors pay 
is a national disgrace. 

The burden on seniors is hard for 
them to avoid. More than 3⁄4 of Ameri-
cans aged 65 and over are taking pre-
scription drugs. The average senior cit-
izen takes more than four prescription 
drugs daily and fills an average of 18 
prescriptions a year. Older Americans 
take significantly more drugs on aver-
age than the under-65 population. One-
third of all drugs are prescribed for 
senior citizens even though seniors ac-
count for only 12% of the population. 

Not only do older Americans spend 
almost three times as much of their in-
come (21%) on health care as do those 
under the age of 65 (8%), but prescrip-
tion drugs are the largest single source 
of out-of-pocket expenses for health 
services paid for by the elderly—more 
than doctor visits or hospital admis-
sions. The primary reason for this is 
that Medicare does not cover out-
patient prescription drugs. 

It is totally unacceptable that 37% of 
seniors, nationally, have no prescrip-
tion drug coverage and another 15–20% 
have totally inadequate coverage. In 
my state of Minnesota, where Medicare 
HMO drug coverage without additional 
cost is virtually nonexistent, close to 
65% of seniors have no outpatient drug 
coverage at all. 

The result of this drug pricing in-
equity and excessive cost burden fre-
quently leads seniors to discontinue 
their medications against medical ad-
vice, to lower the dose they take to 
make their prescriptions last longer, or 
to take their medicines as prescribed 
but then skimp on food and other ne-
cessities. Whichever path is taken re-
sults in a decrease in health and an in-
creased likelihood of an expensive hos-
pital intervention. That is why we need 
the Medicare Prescription Drug Cov-
erage Act of 1999. Not to provide this 
benefit is being penny-wise and pound 
foolish. 

Minnesota seniors and others who 
live in states adjacent to Canada and 
Mexico often travel hundreds of miles 
and cross international borders to ob-
tain drugs at prices only available in 
this country when negotiated by vol-
ume purchasers. Mildred Miller, a 78 
year old constituent of mine from Min-
neapolis, found it necessary to travel 
to Canada and to send a friend to Mex-
ico in order to afford the Tamoxifen 
her doctor in Minnesota had pre-
scribed. And she is not alone. 

For some seniors the high price of 
outpatient prescription drugs has not 
yet been a burden. They are the lucky 
ones who are members of Medicare 
HMOs in counties where the Medicare 
reimbursement rate to HMOs has been 
high enough to allow a prescription 
drug benefit, or are fortunate to be 
wealthy and healthy enough to be able 
to purchase one of the three Medigap 
policies that include a prescription 
drug benefit, or have drug coverage 
under health insurance benefits pro-
vided by former employers. 

But for those for whom the high price 
of drugs has not yet been a burden, the 
future isn’t particularly bright. Medi-
care HMO reimbursement rates are 
being reduced and many HMOs have 
cut back or completely cut out their 
drug benefit. Medigap policies that 
cover prescription drugs are expensive, 
have high $250 deductibles, 50% copays, 
and caps on benefits of $1250 or $300 per 
year. Health care benefits offered by 
former employers are becoming less 
and less common and less generous.

The good alternatives today are out 
of reach of most senior citizens. For ex-
ample, in Minnesota, a Medicare-
Choice prescription drug coverage op-
tion with 20% copay, no deductible, and 
no cap costs $130 per month. It is no 
wonder that from Maine to Minnesota 
to the state of Washington and down to 
Texas, America’s senior citizens are 
forced to leave the country so they can 
afford to take the medicines they need. 
What they find are essentially the 
same prescription drugs at half of 
price. With the Medicare Prescription 
Drug Coverage Act of 1999, they won’t 
have to flee their own country. 

What is needed is a comprehensive 
prescription drug benefit that includes 
outpatient drugs—the same sort of pre-
scription drug benefit available to 
members of Congress—with no cap, rea-
sonable deductibles and reasonable 
copays. That is what this legislation 
calls for. 

An important aspect of the Medicare 
Prescription Drug Coverage Act of 1999 
is that it calls for a full prescription 
drug benefit—not one capped at a cer-
tain limit. Medicare today doesn’t 
limit the number of necessary doctor 
visits or the number of needed oper-
ations—and it shouldn’t. Prescription 
drugs now are as critical as those doc-
tor visits or operations and it is uncon-
scionable for necessary drugs not to be 
covered just as fully. If we limit the 
maximum benefit, we penalize the 
sickest and most frail elderly who have 
the greatest need and require the 
greatest number of prescription medi-
cations. 

I expect that other Medicare pre-
scription drug bills will be offered in 
this Congress, but I fear they will not 
provide the full protection seniors real-
ly need. If you have a major life threat-
ening illness or multiple chronic dis-
eases (something that is hard to pre-
dict before it happens), your monthly 
drug bill will quickly exceed the oft 
cited figure of a $1500 annual max-
imum. With such coverage, the sickest 
and most needy seniors will quickly 
find themselves out of the benefit. As I 
travel about the state of Minnesota, I 
frequently hear stories of elderly citi-
zens saddled with prescription drug 
costs in excess of $300 per month who 
are trying to make ends meet on a 
monthly income of $1,000. That is why 
full drug coverage is so important. 

What is also important to know is 
that the cost of providing a full pre-
scription drug benefit is affordable and 
not that much more than the cost of a 
limited benefit. In 1998, the Lewin 
Group estimated that a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit in 1999 with a 
$250 deductible, a 20% copay and a $1500 
annual cap would cost $13 billion. The 
same plan with no annual cap, pro-
viding full protection, would cost $17 
billion. Revenues from the estate tax, 
which will fund the benefit, are esti-
mated to be in the $19 billion to $23 bil-
lion range. That is more than enough 
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to provide full coverage the full ben-
efit. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me say a 
few words about why using the estate 
tax to pay for a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit makes a lot of sense. 
Many members of Congress have ar-
gued that the estate tax is no longer 
needed for general revenue. If so, there 
is a great deal of logic in using it for a 
prescription drug benefit under Medi-
care. The estate tax today applies only 
to individual estates that are worth 
more than $650,000 and to estates of 
married couples worth more than $1 
million. Over the next seven years the 
amount exempt from the estate tax 
will rise to $1 million for individuals 
and $2 million for couples. Well over 
90% of the estate tax comes from 
wealthy individuals who were 65 or 
older at the time of their death. Most 
of these people were receiving medical 
care and benefiting from Medicare cov-
erage. Thus, this bill recycles back into 
the Medicare program—for badly need-
ed prescription drug coverage for all—
money from people who benefited from 
their Medicare entitlement but were 
not in financial need of it. That only 
makes sense. For it is more important 
to preserve and expand the Medicare 
program than it is to provide tax cuts 
for the richest Americans. 

Mr. President, it is unconscionable 
that America’s senior citizens have 
such difficulty obtaining the fruits of 
the scientific advances made by Amer-
ica’s pharmaceutical industry. Every 
day we delay, millions of senior citi-
zens struggle to determine how they 
will be able to afford their next pre-
scription refill. The time to end that 
struggle is now. That is why I am in-
troducing the Medicare Prescription 
Drug Coverage Act of 1999 today. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 696
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Medicare 
Prescription Drug Coverage Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. STUDY AND LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL TO 

CONGRESS. 
(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services shall conduct a study with 
respect to the establishment of an out-
patient prescription drug benefit under the 
medicare program that provides for full cov-
erage of outpatient prescription drugs for 
medicare beneficiaries. 

(b) ADDITIONAL MATTERS STUDIED.—In con-
ducting the study under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall include a determination of whether 
Federal estate tax revenues, transferred to 
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
by reason of the amendments made by sec-
tion 3 of this Act, are sufficient, in excess of 
the amount required, or insufficient to de-

fray the costs of such outpatient prescrip-
tion drug benefit. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall submit to Congress a report 
containing a detailed description of the re-
sults of the study conducted pursuant to this 
section, and include in such report a legisla-
tive proposal to provide for such outpatient 
prescription drug benefit. 
SEC. 3. TRANSFER OF FEDERAL ESTATE TAX REV-

ENUES TO MEDICARE PROGRAM TO 
OFFSET COSTS OF PRESCRIPTION 
DRUG BENEFIT. 

(a) TRANSFER TO FEDERAL HOSPITAL INSUR-
ANCE TRUST FUND.—Section 1817(a) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i(a)) is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (1), 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) the taxes imposed by chapter 11 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
estates of citizens or residents reported to 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
on tax returns under subtitle F of such Code, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury by applying the applicable rate of tax 
under such chapter to such estate.’’. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF SEPARATE ACCOUNT 
FOR OUTPATIENT PRESCRIPTION DRUG BEN-
EFIT.—Section 1817 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395i) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(l) OUTPATIENT PRESCRIPTION DRUG AC-
COUNT.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished in the Trust Fund an expenditure 
account to be known as the ‘Outpatient Pre-
scription Drug Account’. 

‘‘(2) CREDITING OF FUNDS.—The Managing 
Trustee shall credit to the Outpatient Pre-
scription Drug Account such amounts as 
may be deposited in the Trust Fund pursuant 
to subsection (a)(3). 

‘‘(3) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds credited to the 
Outpatient Prescription Drug Account may 
only be used to pay for outpatient prescrip-
tion drugs furnished under this title.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section apply to payments re-
ceived by the Secretary of the Treasury on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act for taxes imposed by chapter 11 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 697. A bill to ensure that a woman 
can designate an obstetrician or gyne-
cologist as her primary care provider; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

f 

THE WOMEN’S ACCESS TO CARE 
ACT 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, last 
week, the Senate Health, Education, 
Labor and Pensions Committee marked 
up managed care reform legislation. 
Unfortunately, this markup was char-
acterized by the partisan politics that 
have plagued this issue for over a year 
now. 

I fear that this squabbling shows no 
signs of letting up, and I expect it to 
carry over onto the floor of the Senate. 

The result may be no action at all. And 
that, Mr. President, would be a trag-
edy. There are many individuals who 
need to be protected from some of the 
outrageous practices of managed care 
networks, and as long as we argue, 
they are not being helped. 

It is time to move beyond the squab-
bling and get something done. Do not 
get me wrong. I strongly support and 
am a cosponsor of the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights Act, introduced by Senator 
DASHCLE. I have no intention of re-
nouncing my support for this excellent 
bill. Many of its provisions are based 
on a bill I introduced in 1997. 

But, I do believe that we need to 
start reaching across the aisle to find 
common ground in those areas where 
this is agreement. So, today, I am in-
troducing, along with Senator SNOWE, 
the Women’s Access to Care Act—to 
guarantee that women in managed care 
plans can designate their ob/gyn as 
their primary care physician. 

Let me tell you, Mr. President, why 
this bill is so important, and I will 
start with this basic fact: Many women 
consider their ob/gyn their principal 
doctor. According to a 1993 Gallup Poll, 
72 percent of women had a regular 
physical examination in the previous 
two years from an ob/gyn. And, three-
fourths of all women object to re-
stricted access to their ob/gyn. 

But, managed care companies are not 
paying attention. 

Sometimes, a managed care company 
requires a woman to get a referral in 
order to see her ob/gyn. Or, a managed 
care plan allows a woman to see an ob/
gyn without a referral only under lim-
ited circumstances—such as for only a 
few visits each year or for only certain 
medical conditions. Or, a managed care 
network does not allow a woman’s ob/
gyn to refer her to a specialist. 

All of these hurdles placed between a 
woman and her doctor mean that a 
woman has to get a referral from an-
other doctor just to see her doctor, and 
that she must, for all practical pur-
poses, have two doctors. 

Let me give you an example that will 
illustrate how absurd this is. 

A 39-year-old woman—who considers 
her ob/gyn as her doctor—is in the of-
fice for a routine check-up. The ob/gyn 
discovers a lump in the woman’s breast 
and tells her that she needs to get a 
mammogram. But, because the woman 
is under the age for automatic cov-
erage of mammograms, she can only 
get one if her doctor says it is medi-
cally necessary. But, the managed care 
plan does not consider the ob/gyn as 
the woman’s doctor—even though she 
does. So, this woman has to go find a 
primary care doctor just to get that 
doctor to okay a mammogram. And, 
the ob/gyn certainly cannot refer her 
to a specialist about the lump in her 
breast. 

That, Mr. President, is silly. It 
makes no sense. And, it is not even 
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good health policy. According to the 
Commonwealth Fund, a woman whose 
ob/gyn is her regular doctor is more 
likely to have had a complete physical 
exam, a blood pressure reading, a cho-
lesterol test, a clinical breast exam, a 
mammogram, a pelvic examination, 
and a Pap smear. 

In other words, a woman is more 
likely to receive the health care she 
needs when she can see her ob/gyn. 
Why? Because many woman consider 
their ob/gyn their principal doctor. 

The bill that Senator SNOWE and I 
are introducing today recognizes this 
fact. The Women’s Access to Care Act 
would provide a woman in a managed 
care plan with three options. 

First, she could designate an ob/gyn 
as her primary care physician. She 
would have the same right of access 
to—and the doctor would have the 
same right of referral as—any other 
primary care physician. 

Second, she could continue the prac-
tice common today. That is, she could 
designate a general practitioner as her 
primary care physician. But, if she 
does, she must be allowed to see an ob/
gyn without a referral for all routine 
gynecological care and pregnancy re-
lated services. And, the ob/gyn could 
refer the woman to a specialist for any 
other needed gynecological care. 

Third, we would say that a woman 
could designate both an ob/gyn and a 
general practitioner as her primary 
care provider. Sometimes a woman 
considers her ob/gyn as her doctor but 
does not want to close off access to a 
general practitioner for other health 
care needs. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me briefly 
address what is known as direct access 
to an ob/gyn. Allowing a woman to go 
directly to her ob/gyn without a refer-
ral would be an important step for-
ward. But, keep in mind that it is not 
the full story. Even if the direct access 
were unlimited and unfettered, it 
would not allow an ob/gyn to refer a 
woman to the specialist she needs. To 
do that requires allowing an ob/gyn to 
be designated as a primary care physi-
cian. 

Mr. President, I believe the Women’s 
Access to Care Act is a common sense 
approach that recognizes the reality of 
the way many women receive—and 
want to receive—their health care. It is 
also an opportunity to break through 
the partisan logjam on managed care 
and enact something meaningful to 
help the women of America. 

I urge my colleagues to join me and 
Senator SNOWE in this bipartisan ef-
fort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 697
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Women’s Ac-

cess to Care Act’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RE-

TIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT 
OF 1974. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of 
subtitle B of title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1185 et seq.), as amended by the Omnibus 
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-
277), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 714. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant 
or beneficiary to designate a participating 
primary care provider—

‘‘(1) the plan or issuer shall permit such an 
individual who is a female to designate a 
participating physician who specializes in 
obstetrics and gynecology as the individual’s 
primary care provider in lieu of or in addi-
tion to the designation by such individual of 
a provider who does not specialize in obstet-
rics and gynecology as the primary care pro-
vider; and 

‘‘(2) if such an individual has not des-
ignated a physician who specializes in ob-
stetrics or gynecology as a primary care pro-
vider, the plan or issuer—

‘‘(A) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care pro-
vider or otherwise for coverage of routine 
gynecological care (such as preventive wom-
en’s health examinations) and pregnancy-re-
lated services provided by a participating 
health care professional who specializes in 
obstetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered, and 

‘‘(B) may treat the ordering of other gyne-
cological care by such a participating health 
professional as the authorization of the pri-
mary care provider with respect to such care 
under the plan or coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a)(2)(B) shall waive any requirements of 
coverage relating to medical necessity or ap-
propriateness with respect to coverage of 
gynecological care so ordered.’’

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1001 note), as amended by the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-277), is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 713 the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 714. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-

logical care.’’.
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH 

SERVICE ACT. 
(a) GROUP MARKET.—Subpart 2 of part A of 

title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300gg-4 et seq.), as amended by the 
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public 
Law 105-277), is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2707. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for an enrollee to 
designate a participating primary care pro-
vider—

‘‘(1) the plan or issuer shall permit such an 
individual who is a female to designate a 
participating physician who specializes in 

obstetrics and gynecology as the individual’s 
primary care provider in lieu of or in addi-
tion to the designation by such individual of 
a provider who does not specialize in obstet-
rics and gynecology as the primary care pro-
vider; and 

‘‘(2) if such an individual has not des-
ignated a physician who specializes in ob-
stetrics or gynecology as a primary care pro-
vider, the plan or issuer—

‘‘(A) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care pro-
vider or otherwise for coverage of routine 
gynecological care (such as preventive wom-
en’s health examinations) and pregnancy-re-
lated services provided by a participating 
health care professional who specializes in 
obstetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered, and 

‘‘(B) may treat the ordering of other gyne-
cological care by such a participating health 
professional as the authorization of the pri-
mary care provider with respect to such care 
under the plan or coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a)(2)(B) shall waive any requirements of 
coverage relating to medical necessity or ap-
propriateness with respect to coverage of 
gynecological care so ordered.’’. 

(b) INDIVIDUAL MARKET.—The first subpart 
3 of part B of title XXVII of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg–51 et 
seq.) (relating to other requirements), as 
amended by the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105-277) is amended—

(1) by redesignating such subpart as sub-
part 2; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2753. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘The provisions of section 2707 shall apply 

to health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in the individual 
market in the same manner as they apply to 
health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in connection with a 
group health plan in the small or large group 
market.’’. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL REV-

ENUE CODE OF 1986. 
Subchapter B of chapter 100 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 is amended—
(1) in the table of sections, by inserting 

after the item relating to section 9812 the 
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9813. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-
logical care.’’; and

(2) by inserting after section 9812 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 9813. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant 
or beneficiary to designate a participating 
primary care provider—

‘‘(1) the plan or issuer shall permit such an 
individual who is a female to designate a 
participating physician who specializes in 
obstetrics and gynecology as the individual’s 
primary care provider in lieu of or in addi-
tion to the designation by such individual of 
a provider who does not specialize in obstet-
rics and gynecology as the primary care pro-
vider; and 

‘‘(2) if such an individual has not des-
ignated a physician who specializes in ob-
stetrics or gynecology as a primary care pro-
vider, the plan or issuer—

‘‘(A) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care pro-
vider or otherwise for coverage of routine 
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gynecological care (such as preventive wom-
en’s health examinations) and pregnancy-re-
lated services provided by a participating 
health care professional who specializes in 
obstetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered, and 

‘‘(B) may treat the ordering of other gyne-
cological care by such a participating health 
professional as the authorization of the pri-
mary care provider with respect to such care 
under the plan or coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a)(2)(B) shall waive any requirements of 
coverage relating to medical necessity or ap-
propriateness with respect to coverage of 
gynecological care so ordered.’’.
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c), the amendments made by this 
Act shall apply with respect to plan years 
beginning on or after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BAR-
GAINING AGREEMENTS.—In the case of a group 
health plan maintained pursuant to 1 or 
more collective bargaining agreements be-
tween employee representatives and 1 or 
more employers ratified before the date of 
enactment of this Act, the amendments 
made by this Act shall not apply to plan 
years beginning before the later of—

(1) the date on which the last collective 
bargaining agreements relating to the plan 
terminates (determined without regard to 
any extension thereof agreed to after the 
date of enactment of this Act), or 

(2) January 1, 2000.
For purposes of paragraph (1), any plan 
amendment made pursuant to a collective 
bargaining agreement relating to the plan 
which amends the plan solely to conform to 
any requirement added by this Act shall not 
be treated as a termination of such collec-
tive bargaining agreement. 

(c) INDIVIDUAL MARKET.—The amendment 
made by section 3(b) shall apply to health in-
surance coverage offered, sold, issued, re-
newed, in effect, or operated in the indi-
vidual market on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 6. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
require a participating physician to accept 
designation as a primary care provider.∑

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 698. A bill to review the suitability 

and feasibility of recovering costs of 
high altitude rescues at Denali Na-
tional Park and Preserve in the state 
of Alaska, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 
HIGH ALTITUDE RESCUES AT DENALI NATIONAL 
PARK AND PRESERVE IN THE STATE OF ALASKA 

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
would require the Secretary of the In-
terior to report to Congress on the fea-
sibility and desirability of recovering 
the cost to taxpayers of rescuing high 
altitude climbers on Mt. McKinley in 
Denali National Park and Preserve in 
the State of Alaska. 

Mr. President, Denali National Park 
and Preserve attracts approximately 
355,000 visitors per year who come to 
see the wildlife, the grandeur of our 
State, and to gaze at America’s highest 
peak. Most are unaware that while 
they are taking in the breathtaking 

vista that is Mt. McKinley, there are 
approximately another 1,100 persons 
per year that are attempting to attain 
the 20,320 summit. 

Climbing Mt. McKinley is certainly 
no easy walk in the Park. A typical 
year sees a dozen major rescue inci-
dents and one or two fatal accidents. 
Extreme and unpredictable weather on 
Mt. McKinley make high altitude res-
cues very dangerous and very expen-
sive. 

Over the last few years the National 
Park Service has actively and success-
fully worked to reduce the loss of life 
and injury to climbers who have at-
tempted to climb this mountain. The 
NPS spends more than $750,000 per year 
for education; pre-positioning supplies 
and materials at various altitudes on 
the mountain; the positioning of a spe-
cial high altitude helicopter in the 
Park; and actual rescue attempts. 

Just last year the military and the 
Park Service spent four days and 
$221,818 rescuing 6 sick and injured 
British climbers who disregarded warn-
ings and advice from park rangers sta-
tioned on the mountain. This rescue in-
cluded what is probably the world’s 
highest short haul helicopter rescue at 
19,000 feet and entailed a very high 
level of risk for the rescue team. This 
is just one example of many rescues 
the Park Service conducts each year on 
Mt. McKinley. 

Mr. President, I personally do not 
feel that the American taxpayer should 
be left with the bill for rescues on this 
mountain. The Federal Government 
does not force these climbers to climb; 
they engage in this activity volun-
tarily and with full knowledge of the 
risks. While I admire the courage and 
tenacity of mountain climbers, I do not 
think it is fair to divert scarce park 
funds from services that benefit the 
majority of park visitors for the pur-
pose of providing extraordinarily ex-
pensive services to a small number of 
users who put themselves in harm’s 
way with their eyes wide open. Moun-
tain climbers are a special breed who 
are proud of their self-sufficiency and 
independence— and rightly so. For that 
reason I think they should recognize 
the simple equity of paying their fair 
share of the public costs of their sport. 

As a result of a recent field hearing 
on this issue, I found that while I have 
received many letters of support, there 
are a few stalwart individuals who do 
not agree with my point of view and 
have raised some legitimate questions. 
That is why I want the Secretary of the 
Interior to look at the feasibility and 
desirability of some sort of a cost re-
covery system that puts a minimal 
burden on climbers, whether it be an 
insurance requirement, bonding, or any 
other proposal. The pros and cons of 
these cost recovery mechanisms need 
to be carefully explored before we act. 

Last but not least, Mr. President, I 
want the Secretary to evaluate requir-

ing climbers to show proof of medical 
insurance so that hospitals in Alaska 
and elsewhere are not left holding the 
bag as they sometimes are under 
present circumstances. It is a good 
neighbor policy that should be put into 
effect at the earliest opportunity.∑

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. BREAUX): 

S. 699. A bill to protect the public, es-
pecially senior citizens, against tele-
marketing fraud, including fraud over 
the Internet, and to authorize an edu-
cational campaign to improve senior 
citizens’ ability to protect themselves 
against telemarketing fraud; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE TELEMARKETING FRAUD AND SENIORS 
PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, online 
consumer purchases are exploding, hav-
ing topped more than $8 billion last 
year. But the goldrush in cyberbuying 
is likely to carry along with it a boom 
in cyberfraud. As with telemarketing 
fraud, fraudulent schemes over the 
Internet are increasingly aimed at sen-
iors—some of our most vulnerable citi-
zens. Congress can help head-off this 
cybercrime by extending our current 
telemarketing laws to encompass fraud 
on the Net. That is the purpose of the 
legislation I am introducing today. 

In response to the staggering $40 bil-
lion consumers lose in telephone fraud 
each year, Congress passed the l998 
Telemarketing Fraud Prevention Act. I 
strongly supported that effort. The new 
law builds upon the four federal laws 
enacted since the early 1990s that deal 
directly with telemarketing fraud. The 
1998 law stiffens penalties for tele-
marketing fraud by toughening the 
sentencing guidelines—especially for 
crimes against the elderly, requires 
criminal forfeiture to ensure the booty 
of telemarketing crime is not used to 
commit further fraud, mandates victim 
restitution to ensure victims are the 
first ones compensated, adds con-
spiracy language to the list of tele-
marketing fraud penalties so that pros-
ecutors can find the masterminds be-
hind the boiler rooms, and will help 
law enforcement zero in on quick-
strike fraud operations by giving them 
the authority to move more quickly 
against suspected fraud. 

The 1998 law is a good step forward 
but it’s not enough to deal with today’s 
digital economy. As more Americans—
and especially seniors—go online, 
cyberscams are proliferating. The Con-
gressional crackdown on telemarketing 
fraud will only encourage 
cyberscammers to migrate to the Net 
unless the law gets there first. That is 
the purpose of the legislation I am 
pleased to introduce today with Sen-
ator BAUCUS. 

The Telemarketing Fraud and Sen-
iors Protection Act, which I introduced 
last year as S. 2587, simply extends cur-
rent law against telemarketing fraud 
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to include the same crimes committed 
over the Internet. The approach ex-
pands the existing law applicable to 
mail, telephone, wire, and television 
fraud to fraud over the Internet, and 
its enforcement would follow the same 
division of labor there is today between 
the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) 
and the Department of Justice. The bill 
would apply the same tough penalties 
that Congress enacted in l998 to 
cyberscams. The growth of Internet te-
lephony makes it more attractive for 
cyberscammers to set up shop offshore, 
beyond the reach of U.S. law. My bill 
would address this problem by allowing 
law enforcement to freeze the assets 
and deny entry to the United States of 
those convicted of cyberfraud. 

The bill takes special aim against 
those attempt to defraud one of our 
most vulnerable groups—our senior 
citizens. Seniors are the target for 
more than 50 percent of telemarketing 
fraud. Although telemarketers con-
victed of fraud face stiff penalties—a 
minimum of 5–10 years in jail and res-
titution payments to their victims, we 
also need to better educate and inform 
senior citizens on how to avoid becom-
ing victims of telemarketing fraud in 
the first place, and how to assist law 
enforcement in catching the perpetra-
tors. 

The legislation would also authorize 
the Administration on Aging, through 
its network of area agencies of aging, 
to conduct an outreach program to sen-
ior citizens on telemarketing fraud. 
Seniors would be advised against pro-
viding their credit card number, bank 
account or other personal information 
unless they had initiated the call unso-
licited. They would also be informed of 
their consumer protection rights and 
any toll-free numbers and other re-
sources to report suspected illegal tele-
marketing. 

Mr. President, the Federal Trade 
Commission is off to a good start 
against cyberscammers. Some of the 
operations the FTC has targeted are 
not companies at all, but merely 
websites that promise consumers ev-
erything from huge new consulting 
contracts to the elimination of bad 
credit reports. They may use scare tac-
tics to frighten consumers into sending 
important personal financial informa-
tion and hundreds of dollars for serv-
ices the consumer will never see, or at-
tempt to lure consumers with the 
promise of helping them cash in on the 
Internet explosion. The FTC also has a 
strong operation going against junk e-
mailers. My legislation will com-
plement and strengthen the FTC’s ef-
fort to target telemarketing fraud over 
the Internet and especially when such 
fraud is aimed at seniors. 

I am pleased to be joined in this ef-
fort by Senator BAUCUS. This legisla-
tion is similar to that which Rep. 
Weygand has introduced in the House 
of Representatives. I urge my col-

leagues in the Senate to cosponsor this 
important legislation, and ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of the legis-
lation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 699
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I—TELEMARKETING FRAUD AND 
SENIORS PROTECTION ACT 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Tele-

marketing Fraud and Seniors Protection 
Act’’. 
SEC. 102. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Telemarketing fraud costs consumers 

nearly $40,000,000,000 each year. 
(2) Senior citizens are often the target of 

telemarketing fraud. 
(3) Fraudulent telemarketers compile into 

so-called ‘‘mooch lists’’ the names of con-
sumers who are potentially vulnerable to 
telemarketing fraud. 

(4) According to the American Association 
of Retired Persons, 56 percent of the names 
on such ‘‘mooch lists’’ are individuals age 50 
or older. 

(5) The Department of Justice has under-
taken successful investigations and prosecu-
tions of telemarketing fraud through various 
operations, including ‘‘Operation Dis-
connect’’, ‘‘Operation Senior Sentinel’’, and 
‘‘Operation Upload’’. 

(6) The Federal Bureau of Investigation has 
helped provide resources to assist organiza-
tions such as the American Association of 
Retired Persons to operate outreach pro-
grams designed to warn senior citizens whose 
names appear on confiscated ‘‘mooch lists’’. 

(7) The Administration on Aging was 
formed, in part, to provide senior citizens 
with the resources, information, and assist-
ance their special circumstances require. 

(8) The Administration on Aging has a sys-
tem in place to inform senior citizens of the 
dangers of telemarketing fraud. 

(9) Senior citizens need to be warned of the 
dangers of telemarketing fraud before they 
become victims of such fraud. 
SEC. 103. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this title to protect 
senior citizens, through education and out-
reach, from the dangers of telemarketing 
fraud and fraud over the Internet and to fa-
cilitate the investigation and prosecution of 
fraudulent telemarketers. 
SEC. 104. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the As-
sistant Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices for Aging, shall publicly disseminate in 
each State information designed to educate 
senior citizens and raise awareness about the 
dangers of telemarketing fraud and fraud 
over the Internet. 

(b) INFORMATION.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall—

(1) inform senior citizens of the prevalence 
of telemarketing fraud targeted against 
them; 

(2) inform senior citizens how tele-
marketing fraud works; 

(3) inform senior citizens how to identify 
telemarketing fraud; 

(4) inform senior citizens how to protect 
themselves against telemarketing fraud, in-
cluding an explanation of the dangers of pro-
viding bank account, credit card, or other fi-

nancial or personal information over the 
telephone to unsolicited callers; 

(5) inform senior citizens how to report 
suspected attempts at telemarketing fraud; 

(6) inform senior citizens of their consumer 
protection rights under Federal law; and 

(7) provide such other information as the 
Secretary considers necessary to protect sen-
ior citizens against fraudulent tele-
marketing. 

(c) MEANS OF DISSEMINATION.—The Sec-
retary shall determine the means to dissemi-
nate information under this section. In mak-
ing such determination, the Secretary shall 
consider—

(1) public service announcements; 
(2) a printed manual or pamphlet; 
(3) an Internet website; and 
(4) telephone outreach to individuals whose 

names appear on so-called ‘‘mooch lists’’ 
confiscated from fraudulent telemarketers. 

(d) PRIORITY.—In disseminating informa-
tion under this section, the Secretary shall 
give priority to areas with high concentra-
tions of senior citizens. 
SEC. 105. AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT GIFTS. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices may accept, use, and dispose of uncondi-
tional gifts, bequests, or devises of services 
or property, both real and personal, in order 
to carry out this title. 
SEC. 106. DEFINITION. 

For purposes of this title, the term 
‘‘State’’ includes the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands. 
TITLE II—TELEMARKETING FRAUD OVER 

THE INTERNET 
SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF CRIMINAL FRAUD STAT-

UTE TO INTERNET. 
(a) EXTENSION.—Section 1343 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by—
(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘Whoever’’; 
(2) in subsection (a), as so designated, by 

striking ‘‘or television communication’’ and 
inserting ‘‘television, or Internet commu-
nication’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘Internet’ means collectively the myriad of 
computer and telecommunications facilities, 
including equipment and operating software, 
which comprise the interconnected world-
wide network of networks that employ the 
Transmission Control Protocol/Internet Pro-
tocol, or any predecessor or successor proto-
cols to such protocol, to communicate infor-
mation of all kinds by wire or radio.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) The section heading of such sec-
tion is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1343. Fraud by wire, radio, television, or 

Internet’’. 
(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 

chapter 63 of that title is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 1343 and in-
serting the following new item:
‘‘1343. Fraud by wire, radio, television, or 

Internet.’’.
SEC. 202. FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION SANC-

TIONS. 
(a) RULEMAKING TO APPLY SANCTIONS.—The 

Federal Trade Commission shall initiate a 
rulemaking proceeding to set forth the appli-
cation of section 5 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 U.S.C. 45), and other statu-
tory provisions within its jurisdiction, to de-
ceptive acts or practices in or affecting the 
commerce of the United States in connection 
with the promotion, advertisement, offering 
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for sale, or sale of goods or services through 
use of the Internet, including the initiation, 
transmission, and receipt of unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail. 

(b) INTERNET DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘Internet’’ means collectively the myr-
iad of computer and telecommunications fa-
cilities, including equipment and operating 
software, which comprise the interconnected 
world-wide network of networks that employ 
the Transmission Control Protocol/Internet 
Protocol, or any predecessor or successor 
protocols to such protocol, to communicate 
information of all kinds by wire or radio. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and 
Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 700. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the Ala 
Kahakai Trail as a National Historic 
Trail; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

ALA KAHAKAI NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL ACT 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, along 

with my senior colleague from Hawaii, 
Senator DAN INOUYE, today I am intro-
ducing legislation to authorize des-
ignation of the Ala Kahakai (‘‘Trail by 
the Sea’’), on the Island of Hawaii, as a 
National Historic Trail. 

The Ala Kahakai is the modern name 
for an approximately 175-mile portion 
of the ancient shoreline footpath, the 
Ala Loa (‘‘Long Trail’’), that once cir-
cumscribed the island of Hawaii. The 
Ala Loa served as the major land route 
connecting more than 600 communities 
of the island kingdom of Hawaii be-
tween the 15th and 18th centuries. It is 
associated with many prehistoric and 
historic housing areas, most of the 
royal centers and temples of the island, 
a number of major battles, and the fa-
cilitation of government functions 
such as tax collection. 

Of more recent significance, a key 
section of the trail is associated with 
the series of events that unfolded be-
tween 1779 and 1820 that had lasting 
consequences for Hawaiian cultural 
evolution: Captain Cook’s landing and 
subsequent death at Kealakekua Bay 
in 1779; Kamehameha’s rise to power 
and consolidation of the Hawaiian Is-
lands under monarchical rule; the 
death of Kamehameha I in 1819, fol-
lowed by the overthrow of the ancient 
religious system, the kapu: and, fi-
nally, the arrival of the first Western 
missionaries in 1820. 

Interest in preserving this important 
Hawaiian cultural legacy has been 
growing since the 1970s, when the State 
of Hawaii began developing Na Ala 
Hele (‘‘Trails for Walking’’), a proposal 
for cooperative management of the 
statewide trail system. In 1988, the con-
cept evolved into the Hawaii Statewide 
Trail and Access System, whose mis-
sion is to develop trail access while 
conserving Hawaii’s environmental and 
cultural heritage. 

The Na Ala Hele planning process 
called for the development of a dem-
onstration trail for each of Hawaii’s 
major islands, including a 35-mile dem-
onstration trail on the Big Island of 

Hawaii. I introduced legislation (P.L. 
120–361) in 1992 proposing that NPS 
study whether an expanded, 175-mile 
version of the Big Island trail, the Ala 
Kahakai, should be incorporated into 
the National Trails System. 

Pursuant to P.L. 120–461, the Na-
tional Park Service undertook a study 
to evaluate the desirability and feasi-
bility of establishing the Ala Kahakai 
as a national trail. In January 1998, 
after a long process of consultation 
with federal, state, local authorities 
and other interests, and after a period 
of public review, the study (‘‘Ala 
Kahakai National Trail Study and 
Final Environmental Impact State-
ment’’) was completed. In August 1998, 
the Secretary of the Interior, with the 
concurrence of the National Park Sys-
tem Advisory Board, endorsed the 
study’s principle recommendation that 
the Ala Kahakai be designated a Na-
tional Historic Trail. 

According to the study, the trail 
meets all of the three criteria for his-
toric trail designation. To wit: it must 
be a trail or route established by his-
toric use and must be historically sig-
nificant as result of that use; it must 
be of national significance with respect 
to any of several broad facets of Amer-
ican history, such as trade and com-
merce, exploration, migration and set-
tlement, or military campaigns; and, it 
must have significant potential for 
public recreational use or historical in-
terest based on historic interpretation 
and appreciation. 

In addition, the study suggested that 
the trail not only qualifies for designa-
tion as a National Historic Trail, but 
that it has the potential to be des-
ignated a National Scenic Trail (al-
though to do so would trivialize its his-
torical and cultural significance) and 
may well be eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

The study presented four alternatives 
for the management of the Ala 
Kahakai: (a) no action, (b) a national 
historic trail (continuous), (c) a state 
historic trail, and a national historic 
trail (discontinuous)—ultimately rec-
ommending alternative ‘‘b’’ as the best 
means to preserve and restore the trail 
and maximize public access to the en-
tire route. The preferred alternative 
assumes recognition of a continuous 
route that, over time, could become 
continuous on the ground. 

It is fairly clear that reestablishing 
the 175-mile route is physically pos-
sible. Although some parts of the trail 
have been covered by lava, eroded by 
tides, or otherwise sustained damage 
from natural and human processes, 
these sections can be bridged through 
recreational trail links. In some cases, 
the trail can be rebuilt using tradi-
tional construction methods. 

About half (93 miles, or 53 percent) of 
the proposed trail is in local, state, or 
federal government ownership, and 82 
miles cross private lands. Of the latter, 

16 miles have been dedicated, through 
planning requirements, as public land. 
Of the remaining 66 miles of trail on 
private lands, as much as 35 miles are 
classified as ‘‘ancient trail’’ and thus 
claimable as state-owned under Hawai-
ian law. For the remaining sections of 
trail that are not ancient trail, or for 
which the state’s claim has been for-
feited in some way, landowner partici-
pation would be entirely voluntary. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation, which is 
key to preserving and interpreting an 
important Hawaiian legacy that is 
threatened by time, neglect, and mod-
ern activity. The Ala Kahakai boasts 
more cultural and historical resources 
than any other trail in the National 
Trails System. Its designation as a na-
tional historic trail would help us pre-
serve one of the most important and 
evocative legacies of Hawaii’s indige-
nous history and culture. I hope that 
Congress will act quickly on this meas-
ure, to ensure that the trail can be de-
veloped as a resource for all Americans 
to enjoy. 

Thank you, Mr. President. This 
measure is supported by State and 
local authorities as well as a wide spec-
trum of community organizations. I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the bill, a letter of support from Ha-
waii Governor Ben Cayetano, as well as 
the Department of Interior’s Record of 
Decision on this issue be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

S. 700
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Ala Kahakai 
National Historic Trail Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) the Ala Kahakai (Trail by the Sea) is an 

important part of the ancient trail known as 
the ‘‘Ala Loa’’ (the long trail), which 
circumscribes the island of Hawaii; 

(2) the Ala Loa was the major land route 
connecting 600 or more communities of the 
island kingdom of Hawaii from 1400 to 1700; 

(3) the trail is associated with many pre-
historic and historic housing areas of the is-
land of Hawaii, nearly all the royal centers, 
and most of the major temples of the island; 

(4) the use of the Ala Loa is also associated 
with many rulers of the kingdom of Hawaii, 
with battlefields and the movement of ar-
mies during their reigns, and with annual 
taxation; 

(5) the use of the trail played a significant 
part in events that affected Hawaiian history 
and culture, including—

(A) Captain Cook’s landing and subsequent 
death in 1779; 

(B) Kamehameha I’s rise to power and con-
solidation of the Hawaiian Islands under mo-
narchical rule; and 

(C) the death of Kamehameha in 1819, fol-
lowed by the overthrow of the ancient reli-
gious system, the Kapu, and the arrival of 
the first western missionaries in 1820; and 
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(6) the trail—
(A) was used throughout the 19th and 20th 

centuries and continues in use today; and 
(B) contains a variety of significant cul-

tural and natural resources. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 5(a) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(a)) is amended—

(1) by designating the paragraphs relating 
to the California National Historic Trail, the 
Pony Express National Historic Trail, and 
the Selma to Montgomery National Historic 
Trail as paragraphs (18), (19), and (20), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(21) ALA KAHAKAI NATIONAL HISTORIC 

TRAIL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Ala Kahakai Na-

tional Historic Trail (the Trail by the Sea), 
a 175 mile long trail extending from Upolu 
Point on the north tip of Hawaii Island down 
the west coast of the Island around Ka Lae 
to the east boundary of Hawaii Volcanoes 
National Park at the ancient shoreline tem-
ple known as ‘Wahaulu’, as generally de-
picted on the map entitled ‘Ala Kahakai 
Trail’, contained in the report prepared pur-
suant to subsection (b) entitled ‘Ala Kahakai 
National Trail Study and Environmental Im-
pact Statement’, dated January 1998. 

‘‘(B) MAP.—A map generally depicting the 
trail shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the Office of the National Park 
Service, Department of the Interior. 

‘‘(C) ADMINISTRATION.—The trail shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior. 

‘‘(D) LAND ACQUISITION.—No land or inter-
est in land outside the exterior boundaries of 
any federally administered area may be ac-
quired by the United States for the trail ex-
cept with the consent of the owner of the 
land or interest in land. 

‘‘(E) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION; CONSULTA-
TION.—The Secretary of the Interior shall—

‘‘(i) encourage communities and owners of 
land along the trail, native Hawaiians, and 
volunteer trail groups to participate in the 
planning, development, and maintenance of 
the trail; and 

‘‘(ii) consult with affected Federal, State, 
and local agencies, native Hawaiian groups, 
and landowners in the administration of the 
trail.’’. 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Honolulu, July 1, 1998. 

Subject: Congressional Nomination of the 
Ala Kahakai National Historic Trail on 
Hawaii. 

JOHN J. REYNOLDS, 
Regional Director, National Park Service, Pa-

cific West Region, Pacific Great Basin Sup-
port Office, San Francisco, CA. 

DEAR MR. REYNOLDS: This letter is in re-
gards to the potential inclusion of the his-
toric Ala Kahakai alignment on the island of 
Hawaii as a part of the National Trail Sys-
tem. Senator Daniel K. Akaka and Senator 
Daniel K. Inouye introduced federal legisla-
tion in 1992, that authorized the National 
Park Service (NPS) to conduct a National 
Trail Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement (NTS/EIS) for the United States 
Congress, to determine if the Ala Kahakai 
qualified as a National Historic Trail and to 
also determine the feasibility of imple-
menting the project. 

During the NTS/EIS process, NPS con-
ducted four informational meetings on the 
island of Hawaii to solicit public sentiment 
on the possible National Trail status and on 
the four proposed management scenarios 
identified in the draft NTS/EIS. The final 

NTS/EIS recommends inclusion of the Ala 
Kahakai in the National Trail System, 
through implementation of Alternative B, 
which establishes NPS administration and 
oversight of the trail in coordination with 
the state and county. The State of Hawaii 
concurs with Alternative B, but with the fol-
lowing concerns: (1) Congressional approval 
of Ala Kahakai as a National Trail, without 
the commensurate funding, may actually 
contribute to the decline of the associated 
natural and cultural resources due to the 
probable resulting increase in public demand 
for access to the trail and related resources, 
and (2) it is also imperative that the con-
cerns of native Hawaiians and adjacent pri-
vate landowners are addressed during devel-
opment of the management plan. 

I commend the NPS in their treatment of 
the Ala Kahakai in the NTS/EIS, and support 
Congressional approval of the National Trail 
designation. The Ala Kahakai is a very sig-
nificant cultural and recreational resource, 
and a formal parthership among all the par-
ticipating agencies, Hawaiian cultural rep-
resentatives, landowners, trail user groups 
and individuals will help to assure the sus-
tainability of this valuable historic trail. 

With warmest personal regards, 
Aloha, 

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO. 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT—
RECORD OF DECISION 

Summary: Pursuant to § 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
and the regulations promulgated by the 
Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 
Part 1500), the Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service has prepared this 
Record of Decision for the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the National 
Trail Study for Ala Kahakai. This 175-mile 
trail is located parallel to the western and 
southern shoreline of the Island of Hawaii, 
from Upolu Point on the north to the eastern 
boundary of Hawaii Volcanoes National 
Park. This document is a concise statement 
of decisions made, alternatives considered, 
basis for the decision, and mitigating meas-
ures developed to avoid or minimize environ-
mental impacts. 

Recommendation: This National Trail 
Study (Study) and Final Environmental Im-
pact Statement (FEIS) were prepared to pro-
vide the United States Congress and the pub-
lic with information about the resources in 
the study area and how they relate to cri-
teria for the National Trails System (Sys-
tem). The decision on whether to designate 
the Ala Kahakai as a National Historic Trail 
will be made by Congress after transmittal 
of the Study and Record of Decision (ROD) 
by the Secretary of the Interior. The Na-
tional Park Service (NPS) recommends Al-
ternative B, National Historic Trail (contin-
uous), as the environmentally preferred al-
ternative (and which is described in the FEIS 
for which the Notice of Availability was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on April 29, 
1998). Out of four alternatives identified and 
analyzed, the recommended alternative of-
fers the best opportunity to protect trail re-
sources, educate the public about the history 
and significant of the island shoreline trail, 
or ala loa, and the Hawaiian culture, and 
provide high quality recreation. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the Study did not recommend on alternative. 
The DEIS was issued in July 1997, and the 
public review period ended on October 17, 
1997. 

Findings: The NPS concludes that the Ala 
Kahakai meets the three criteria as a Na-

tional Historic Trail as outlined in the Na-
tional Trails System Act. The NPS also con-
cludes that establishing a continuous trail is 
physically feasible. 

The NPS concludes that desirability of rec-
ognizing the trail rest on two key items: 
first; communities along the way, native Ha-
waiians, and landowners all be involved in 
planning and implementing the trail; and 
second, adequate funding must be ensured at 
the time the trail is designated to protect 
cultural and natural resources. If the trail is 
designated without adequate funding at the 
outset, resources may be more threatened by 
unregulated increase public use then they al-
ready are.

The National Park System Advisory Com-
mittee agreed at their November 1997 meet-
ing that the Ala Kahakai does have National 
Historic Significance based on the criteria 
developed under the Historic Sites Act of 
1935. 

Recommended Alternative: Under this al-
ternative, National Historic Trail (contin-
uous), Alternative B, the trail would be rec-
ognized as a continuous route and over time 
would become continuous on the ground. In-
tact segments of the prehistoric and historic 
ala loa would be preserved and protected in 
place. These segments would be linked with 
later trails or reconstructed trails, as fea-
sible, to create a continuous trail. It is an-
ticipated that, once records of title are re-
viewed, most of the trail will be owned in fee 
simple by the state and reserved for use of 
the public under the Highways Act of 1892. 
The NPS would administer and have over-
sight of the trail in close coordination with 
the state and county. Nonfederally-owned 
portions of the trail would become official 
components of the National Trail only 
through agreements with landowners or land 
managers. 

The NPS would prepare a management 
plan with the active involvement of native 
Hawaiians, landowners, trail users, and other 
interested groups and individuals. An advi-
sory council would be appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. The National Trail 
would be interpreted as a portion of the an-
cient ala loa and as a traditional cultural 
property of continuing importance to native 
Hawaiians. The management plan would in-
clude a uniform marker for identifying the 
trail. State and local agencies, private land-
owners, local groups, and individuals would 
manage the trail on the ground. Natural, 
cultural, and ethnographic resources would 
be inventoried and protected before trail seg-
ments would be promoted for public use. No 
Federal land acquisition is anticipated (it is 
expected that any legislation designating the 
trail would include language prohibiting 
land acquisition except with the consent of 
the owner). All current State and County 
land use regulations would continue to apply 
to lands adjacent to the trail. 

Estimated federal costs for this alternative 
(presented in the FEIS in 1997 dollars) are as 
follows: management plan and initial bro-
chure, $275,000; phased costs (archaeological 
surveys and ethnography, trail identifica-
tion, restoration, and construction), trail-
head and campsite development, facility 
planning) $3,679,000; and annual operations 
cost, $265,000. 

Other Alternatives Considered: Three other 
alternatives were considered. The No-Action 
Alternative, Alternative A, would result in 
continuing the present conditions. The Ala 
Kahakai would remain as the 35-mile state 
demonstration trail. Piecemeal trail and re-
source protection would be reactionary as 
development or other threats occur. The 
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trail would be a disconnected series of trail 
segments emphasizing lateral shoreline ac-
cess. Over time, as records of title are re-
searched for various reasons, most of the 175-
mile trail would be owned in fee simple by 
the state and reserved for public use, but the 
ala loa and its role in the lives of ancient 
and contemporary Hawaiians would not be 
consistently recognized and interpreted. 
There would be no overall administration of 
the trail as a unified whole as part of a sys-
tem of island trails.

The State Historic Trail Alternative, Al-
ternative C, would require state legislation 
to recognize the 175-mile trail as a contin-
uous portion of the ala loa. The legislation 
would outline the requirements of a state 
management plan and the needs for protec-
tion of resources. It is anticipated that the 
state trails and access program, Nä Ala Hele, 
would administer the trail. To achieve the 
vision for the trail, the state would need to 
appropriate funds specifically for the plan-
ning, protection, development, interpreta-
tion, and maintenance of the trail. Since the 
state is likely to own most of the trail in fee 
simple, this alternative would appear to be 
viable. 

The National Historic Trail (discontin-
uous) Alternative, Alternative D, would be 
similar to Alternative B, except that the 
trail would be recognized as a continuous 
route, but only intact prehistoric and his-
toric sections would be protected and inter-
preted for the public. The trail would not be 
continous on the ground. 

Four additional options were considered 
but rejected as non-viable. 

Basis for the Recommendation: In 1992, the 
U.S. Congress enacted legislation providing 
for a study of the potential inclusion of the 
Ala Kahakai into the System. National Trail 
Studies must determine whether a trail 
meets eligibility requirements and whether 
it is feasible and desirable to add it to the 
System. The NPS found the trail meets the 
eligibility criteria, and determined it to be 
feasible and desirable to designate it as a 
unit of the System if certain conditions are 
met. 

In addition, National Trail Studies analyze 
a range of conceptual alternatives for man-
aging the trail, including a no-action, a na-
tional trail, and other feasible alternatives. 
It is NPS policy to fulfill its conservation 
planning-impact analysis and other steward-
ship obligations through preparing an EIS 
for National Trail Studies. Also as a matter 
of policy, the NPS recommends an alter-
native, fully recognizing that Congress is the 
decision-making body. 

Each alternative in the Ala Kahakai FEIS 
considers natural, cultural, scenic and vis-
ual, and recreational resources, and the 
socio-economic environment. Of the four al-
ternatives, the recommended alternative of-
fers the best opportunity to protect trail re-
sources, educate the public about the history 
and significance of the ala loa and the Ha-
waiian culture, and provide high quality 
recreation. It would treat the 175-mile trail 
as a single system, rather than as a series of 
unrelated segments, providing a context for 
protection and interpretation. This approach 
would better protect the resources than the 
piecemeal approach provided under Alter-
native A, No-Action, or the segmented ap-
proach under Alternative D, National His-
toric Trail (discontinuous). Under the No-Ac-
tion Alternative, trail resources could be 
lost to continuing development and lack of 
public awareness of trail resource values. Op-
portunities would be lost to interpret the 
Ala Kahakai as part of the ala loa. Further, 

Alternative C, State Historic Trail, may ap-
pear to be a likely management scenario 
(since the state anticipates that it will own 
most of the trail once land titles are inves-
tigated), but the State does not appear to 
have the funds or enough staff to plan for 
and manage the entire trail. The rec-
ommended alternative would allow NPS ad-
ministration, coordination, oversight, and 
technical assistance to bolster state and 
local management of the trail.

Measures to Minimize Harm: The FEIS ad-
dresses conceptual management options for 
the Ala Kahakai. Supplementary conserva-
tion planning and impact analysis would be 
necessary, in conjunction with preparing a 
management plan; tiered environmental doc-
uments for specific trail projects would be 
prepared as they occur and as appropriate. 
The FEIS includes practicable means at a 
programmatic level to avoid or minimize en-
vironmental harm. For instance, it is essen-
tial that no section of trail be opened for 
public use unless and until a management 
plan, prepared in concert with landowners 
and native Hawaiians along the segment, is 
completed and maintenance and protection 
of cultural and natural resources provided 
for. Cultural resources and traditional cul-
tural properties would be identified and 
ethnographies prepared. Native Hawaiian 
cultural experts would advise on planning 
and managing the trail. Native Hawaiians, 
landowners, communities along the way, 
trail users, and others would be involved in 
planning for and managing the trail. Natural 
resources (which are often perceived as cul-
tural resources to Native Hawaiians) would 
be inventoried and measures taken to pro-
tect archaeological sites and threatened and 
endangered species before any portion of the 
trail is promoted for public use. Anchialine 
ponds would be identified and inventoried 
and a range of protection measures consid-
ered before encouraging trail use near them. 
Effects of trail use on cultural and natural 
resources would be monitored as feasible and 
appropriate. 

Public Review: The DEIS was developed 
after public scoping through five public 
meetings, numerous agency and organization 
meetings, distribution of meeting sum-
maries, and a newsletter series. Alternatives 
were developed through a workshop process, 
and an initial opportunity for public con-
tributions was afforded through a newsletter 
with response form. The DEIS was issued in 
late July 1997 and the public review period 
ended on October 17, 1997. Also during this 
period the NPS conducted four public meet-
ings and received 67 written comments dur-
ing the 60-day public review period. The 
FEIS (noticed in the Federal Register on 
April 29, 1998) included responses to 39 letters 
from agencies, landowners, organizations, 
and individuals who raised specific issues. In 
general, the landowners who commented on 
the DEIS preferred the No Action Alter-
native, and the organizations and individuals 
who responded preferred the National His-
toric Trail (continuous) Alternative. No sig-
nificant new issues were raised which would 
require the development of a new alter-
native, although the FEIS clarified the im-
pacts to land use section, the intent of Alter-
native B, and revised the cost estimate. The 
30-day no-action period began on April 3, 1998 
and ended on May 4, 1998. 

During the no-action period, two typo-
graphic corrections were noted (and are in-
corporated by reference): 

1. On page 39, the abbreviation for MLCD is 
reversed several times. 

2. On page 49, the name ‘‘Kekaha Kai’’ is 
misspelled. 

Also during this period several comments 
were received. These communications nei-
ther surfaced new issues or concerns, nor 
provided information to add to the FEIS. 
However, since the FEIS provided the first 
public opportunity to review the NPS rec-
ommendation, all comments received are 
summarized below to ensure that Congress 
and interested parties are fully apprised of 
all views. Moreover, all written communica-
tions received during the entire environ-
mental compliance process are on file in the 
NPS’s Pacific Great Basin Support Office in 
San Francisco. 

COMMENTS SUPPORTING THE RECOMMENDATION 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service sup-
ported the recommendation and expressed 
interest in working with the NPS, the state, 
and all cooperators on management strate-
gies to protect endangered plants and ani-
mals, and their habitats, if the trail is des-
ignated a National Historic Trail. 

A Hawaii County Council member sup-
ported of the recommendation; his letter is 
attached to the Record of Decision at the re-
quest of Senator Daniel Akaka. 

Ë Mau Nä Ala Hele, a non-profit trails sup-
port group, supported the recommendation 
and emphasized the need for local control 
and management. 

Wailea Property Owners’ Association gen-
erally supported the recommendation, but 
noted concerns for litter, waste, and crime, 
and requested that the trail be non-motor-
ized. 

Several individuals wrote, e-mailed, or 
telephoned their support for the rec-
ommendation. 

COMMENTS SUPPORTING OTHER OPTIONS 

The President of Ka Ohana O KaLae, a 
Puna District kinship group, rejected all al-
ternatives because the coastal area ‘‘must 
fall under jurisdiction of the Native Hawai-
ian tenant living in that particular portion 
of ahupuaa.’’

Waikoloa Resort supported Alternative A 
and indicated it would not cooperate with 
Federal designation of the trail. 

Kona Kohala Resort Association supported 
Alternative A and expressed concern about 
increased landowner burden under the rec-
ommended alternative. 

Chalon International continued to ques-
tion not including the entire ‘‘Cordy report’’ 
in the FEIS. 

Kamehameha Schools Bernice Pauhai 
Bishop Estate reiterated their belief that the 
Ala Kahakai is a collection of fragmented 
remnants and thus opposed designation of a 
National Trail along the Hawaii coastline. 

Skycliff Investment, L.L.C. questioned the 
listing in Appendix G of 0.89 miles of the Ala 
Kahakai passing over their property. As new 
owners they did not have the opportunity to 
comment on the DEIS. They cautioned 
avoidance of regulatory taking without com-
pensation and asked to be consulted on any 
developments related to the Ala Kahakai 
Study. 

The Hawaii Leeward Planning Conference 
restated concerns noted in the FEIS. 

Oceanside 1250 wrote three letters: one 
commented on other letters included in the 
FEIS; the other two restated concerns noted 
in the FEIS. 

Conclusion: The National Trail Study, 
Draft and Final EIS, and Record of Decision 
will be transmitted to Congress by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. The decision on 
whether to designate the Ala Kahakai as a 
National Historic Trail will be made by Con-
gress. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00102 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.003 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 5595March 24, 1999
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, April 24, 1998. 
SUPERINTENDENT, 
Pacific Great Basin Support Office, National 

Park Service, San Francisco, CA. 
DEAR SUPERINTENDENT: Please include the 

enclosed remarks of J. Curtis Tyler III, 
Council Member, County Council of Hawaii, 
as part of the public comment record on the 
National Trail Study and Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Ala Kahakai. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Aloha pumehana, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 

U.S. Senator. 
Enclosure. 

COUNTY COUNCIL, 
COUNTY OF HAWAII, 

Hilo HI, April 13, 1998. 
Re: Final EIS, Ala Kahakai, Hawai’i Island. 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: I have reviewed a 
copy of the above referenced study and wish 
to submit the following brief comments: 

As a Native Hawaiian and an elected public 
official, I encourage the Congress and Na-
tional Park Service to include Ala Kahakai 
in the National Trail System. I believe that, 
as both a traditional cultural and public re-
source, this trail is totally unique and of 
enormous significance and value. Therefore, 
its conservation and protection are ex-
tremely important, not only to present and 
future generations of Native Hawaiians, but 
to the general public as well. 

I believe that inclusion of this trail will af-
ford greater opportunities to attract the re-
sources necessary to conserve and protect it. 
This is especially important in light of the 
fiscal and other constraints now being expe-
rienced in the State of Hawaii. 

I am aware that some feel inclusion may 
further compromise this special asset, but I 
am confident that, as long as the the trail 
remains a part of the public trust, and there 
is a willingness and open mechanism to con-
sider and implement the perspectives and 
wishes of local residents, including Native 
Hawaiians, the end result will be superior to 
leaving this matter only in the hands of 
state and local governments. 

Finally, I wish to commend you and all 
those who have worked on this project. In 
my opinion, the work has been done in a sen-
sitive and thorough manner, and dem-
onstrates a true commitment on your part 
to seek and ensure that the life of this land 
will continue to be perpetuated in that 
which is pono. 

Thank you for the opportunity to com-
ment on this important matter. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I can be of fur-
ther assistance. 

Sincerely, 
J. CURTIS TYLER, III, 

Council Member, District 8.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself 
and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 701. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 290 Broadway in 
New York, New York, as the ‘‘Ronald 
H. Brown Federal Building’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

RONALD H. BROWN FEDERAL BUILDING 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

with my colleague Senator SCHUMER to 
introduce a bill to honor and remember 

a truly exceptional American, Ronald 
H. Brown. The bill would designate the 
newly constructed Federal building lo-
cated at 290 Broadway in the heart of 
lower Manhattan as the ‘‘Ronald H. 
Brown Federal Building.’’ 

It is a fitting gesture to recognize the 
passing of this remarkable American, 
and I would ask for my colleagues’ sup-
port for this legislation to place one 
more marker in history on Ron 
Brown’s behalf. 

Ron Brown had a great love for en-
terprise and industry as reflected in his 
achievements as the first African-
American to hold the office of U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce. His was also a 
life of outstanding achievement and 
public service: Army captain; vice 
president of the National Urban 
League; partner in a prestigious law 
firm; chairman of the Democratic Na-
tional Committee; husband and father. 
And these are but a few of the achieve-
ments that demonstrated Ron Brown’s 
spirited and sweeping pursuit of life. 

To have held any one of these posts 
in the government, and in the private 
sector, is extraordinary. To have held 
all of the positions he did and prevail 
as he did, is unique. Ron Brown was 
tragically taken from us too soon; we 
are diminished by his loss. I cannot 
think of a more fitting tribute to this 
uncommon man. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the Ronald H. Brown Federal 
Building Designation Act of 1999, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 701
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF RONALD H BROWN 

FEDERAL BUILDING. 
The Federal building located at 290 Broad-

way in New York, New York, shall be known 
and designated as the ‘‘Ronald H. Brown 
Federal Building’’. 
SEC. 2 REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the building referred to in 
section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘Ronald H. Brown Federal Building’’. 

∑ Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
honored to join my colleague, the Sen-
ior Senator from New York, PAT MOY-
NIHAN, to introduce this bill to honor 
Ronald H. Brown, a gifted and com-
mitted public servant. This legislation, 
which we offer in concert with a simi-
lar measure authored by our friend and 
House colleague Congressman Charles 
Rangel, would designate the newly con-
structed Federal building at 290 Broad-
way in Manhattan as the ‘‘Ronald H. 
Brown Federal Building.’’

A New Yorker raised on Lennox Ave-
nue in Harlem, Ron Brown loved his 
country and ultimately gave his life in 
service to it. An Army captain, vice-
president of the National Urban 

League, Chairman of the Democratic 
National Committee, Ron Brown be-
came the first African-American to 
serve as Secretary of Commerce in 1993, 
breathing new life and purpose into 
that agency. President Clinton, in 
praising Brown’s work there, once told 
Commerce Department employees that 
Brown ‘‘was one of the best advisors 
and ablest people I ever knew.’’ 

Brown’s life was marked by a pas-
sion, and determination, to ensure that 
the promise of liberty and opportunity 
rang true for all Americans. At the 
Urban League and then at the DNC, he 
worked ceaselessly to promote civil 
rights and economic development for 
minorities. Later as Secretary of Com-
merce, Ron Brown traversed the globe 
in efforts to remove trade barriers and 
reinforce the American values of fair 
labor practices and human rights. 

Less than three years ago, we lost 
Secretary Brown and 32 American busi-
nessmen, Commerce employees, and 
military personnel in a tragic plane 
crash in Croatia. Today we offer this 
measure as our tribute. A uniquely tal-
ented and beloved man, Ron Brown is 
sorely missed.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 702. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit dis-
crimination in the payment of wages 
on account of sex, race, or national ori-
gin, and for other purposes; to the com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

FAIR PAY ACT OF 1999 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is 

perhaps no other form of discrimina-
tion that has as direct an impact on 
the day-to-day lives of workers as wage 
discrimination. A recent survey of 
working women found receiving fair 
pay is one of their top concerns. When 
women aren’t paid what they’re worth, 
we all get cheated. That’s why we are 
introducing the Fair Pay Act of 1999—
to ensure equal pay for work of equal 
value for all Americans. 

The Equal Pay Act of 1963 prohibits 
sex-based discrimination in compensa-
tion for doing the same job. However, 
this statute fails to address other 
major parts of the pay equity problem 
such as job segregation. Current law 
has not reached far enough to combat 
wage discrimination when employers 
routinely pay lower wages to jobs that 
are dominated by women. More than 30 
years after the passage of the Equal 
Pay Act, women’s wages still seriously 
lag behind their male counterparts’ 
wages. The central problem is that we 
continue to undervalue and underpay 
work done by women. 

The Fair Pay Act is designed to pick 
up where the Equal Pay Act left off. 
The heart of the bill seeks to eliminate 
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wage discrimination based upon sex, 
race or national origin. This important 
legislation would amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to make it 
illegal for employers to discriminate 
against women and minorities by pay-
ing them less in jobs that are com-
parable in skill, effort, responsibility 
and working conditions. 

The Fair Pay Act would apply to 
each company individually and would 
prohibit companies from reducing 
other employees’ wages to achieve pay 
equity. Seven states have passed and 
implemented laws to close the wage 
gap for state employees and they didn’t 
go bankrupt doing it. Canada also 
passed similar pay equity laws that 
apply to both the government and pri-
vate sectors. 

Wage gaps can result from dif-
ferences in education, experience or 
time in the workforce and the Fair Pay 
Act in no way interferes with that. But 
just as there is a glass ceiling in the 
American workplace, there is also a 
‘‘Glass Wall’’ encountered by women 
who have similar skills and have the 
similar responsibilities as their male 
counterparts, but still do not receive 
the same pay. 

For example, a study of Los Angeles 
County employees showed social work-
ers were paid $35,000 a year while pro-
bation officers were paid $55,000. That’s 
a $20,000 difference, although the jobs 
required similar skills, education and 
working conditions. This is what the 
Fair Pay Act aims to fix. 

A February 1999 report by the Insti-
tute for Women’s Policy Research and 
the AFL–CIO found that families lose 
an average of $3,446 a year because of 
unequal pay in female-dominated jobs. 
That’s $420,000 over a lifetime of the 
average woman. 

Mr. President, persistent wage gaps 
for working women and people of color 
and the earnings inequality these gaps 
connote translate into lower pay, less 
family income and more poverty for 
working families. The solution, long 
overdue, is fair pay for women and mi-
nority workers. 

Please join us in support of Fair Pay 
Act of 1999. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and a 
summary of the legislation be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 702
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Fair Pay Act of 1999’’. 

(b) REFERENCE.—Except as provided in sec-
tion 8, whenever in this Act an amendment 
or repeal is expressed in terms of an amend-
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro-
vision, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 

the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 201 et seq.). 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Wage rate differentials exist between 

equivalent jobs segregated by sex, race, and 
national origin in Government employment 
and in industries engaged in commerce or in 
the production of goods for commerce. 

(2) The existence of such wage rate dif-
ferentials—

(A) depresses wages and living standards 
for employees necessary for their health and 
efficiency; 

(B) prevents the maximum utilization of 
the available labor resources; 

(C) tends to cause labor disputes, thereby 
burdening, affecting, and obstructing com-
merce; 

(D) burdens commerce and the free flow of 
goods in commerce; and 

(E) constitutes an unfair method of com-
petition. 

(3) Discrimination in hiring and promotion 
has played a role in maintaining a seg-
regated work force. 

(4) Many women and people of color work 
in occupations dominated by individuals of 
their same sex, race, and national origin. 

(5)(A) A General Accounting Office anal-
ysis of wage rates in the civil service of the 
State of Washington found that in 1985 of the 
44 jobs studied that paid less than the aver-
age of all equivalent jobs, approximately 39 
percent were female-dominated and approxi-
mately 16 percent were male dominated. 

(B) A study of wage rates in Minnesota 
using 1990 Decennial Census data found that 
75 percent of the wage rate differential be-
tween white and non-white workers was un-
explained and may be a result of discrimina-
tion. 

(6) Section 6(d) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 prohibits discrimination in 
compensation for ‘‘equal work’’ on the basis 
of sex. 

(7) Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
prohibits discrimination in compensation be-
cause of race, color, religion, national origin, 
and sex. The Supreme Court, in its decision 
in County of Washington v. Gunther, 452 U.S. 
161 (1981), held that title VII’s prohibition 
against discrimination in compensation also 
applies to jobs that do not constitute ‘‘equal 
work’’ as defined in section 6(d) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938. Decisions of 
lower courts, however, have demonstrated 
that further clarification of existing legisla-
tion is necessary in order effectively to carry 
out the intent of Congress to implement the 
Supreme Court’s holding in its Gunther deci-
sion. 

(8) Artificial barriers to the elimination of 
discrimination in compensation based upon 
sex, race, and national origin continue to 
exist more than 3 decades after the passage 
of section 6(d) of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938 and the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
Elimination of such barriers would have 
positive effects, including—

(A) providing a solution to problems in the 
economy created by discrimination through 
wage rate differentials; 

(B) substantially reducing the number of 
working women and people of color earning 
low wages, thereby reducing the dependence 
on public assistance; and 

(C) promoting stable families by enabling 
working family members to earn a fair rate 
of pay. 
SEC. 3. EQUAL PAY FOR EQUIVALENT JOBS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 6 (29 U.S.C. 206) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(h)(1)(A)(i) Except as provided in clause 
(ii), no employer having employees subject 
to any provision of this section shall dis-
criminate, within any establishment in 
which such employees are employed, be-
tween employees on the basis of sex, race, or 
national origin by paying wages to employ-
ees in such establishment in a job that is 
dominated by employees of a particular sex, 
race, or national origin at a rate less than 
the rate at which the employer pays wages 
to employees in such establishment in an-
other job that is dominated by employees of 
the opposite sex or of a different race or na-
tional origin, respectively, for work on 
equivalent jobs. 

‘‘(ii) Nothing in clause (i) shall prohibit the 
payment of different wage rates to employ-
ees where such payment is made pursuant 
to—

‘‘(I) a seniority system; 
‘‘(II) a merit system; or 
‘‘(III) a system that measures earnings by 

quantity or quality of production. 
‘‘(iii) The Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission shall issue guidelines specifying 
criteria for determining whether a job is 
dominated by employees of a particular sex, 
race, or national origin. Such guidelines 
shall not include a list of such jobs. 

‘‘(B) An employer who is paying a wage 
rate differential in violation of subparagraph 
(A) shall not, in order to comply with the 
provisions of such subparagraph, reduce the 
wage rate of any employee. 

‘‘(2) No labor organization or its agents 
representing employees of an employer hav-
ing employees subject to any provision of 
this section shall cause or attempt to cause 
such an employer to discriminate against an 
employee in violation of paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(3) For purposes of administration and en-
forcement of this subsection, any amounts 
owing to any employee that have been with-
held in violation of paragraph (1)(A) shall be 
deemed to be unpaid minimum wages or un-
paid overtime compensation under this sec-
tion or section 7. 

‘‘(4) As used in this subsection: 
‘‘(A) The term ‘labor organization’ means 

any organization of any kind, or any agency 
or employee representation committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or conditions of 
work. 

‘‘(B) The term ‘equivalent jobs’ means jobs 
that may be dissimilar, but whose require-
ments are equivalent, when viewed as a com-
posite of skills, effort, responsibility, and 
working conditions.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 13(a) 
(29 U.S.C. 213(a)) is amended in the matter 
before paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘section 
6(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 6(d) and 6(h)’’. 
SEC. 4. PROHIBITED ACTS. 

Section 15(a) (29 U.S.C. 215(a)) is amended—
(1) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (5) and inserting a semicolon; and 
(2) by adding after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing new paragraphs: 
‘‘(6) to discriminate against any individual 

because such individual has opposed any act 
or practice made unlawful by section 6(h) or 
because such individual made a charge, testi-
fied, assisted, or participated in any manner 
in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing to 
enforce section 6(h); or 

‘‘(7) to discharge or in any other manner 
discriminate against, coerce, intimidate, 
threaten, or interfere with any employee or 
any other person because the employee in-
quired about, disclosed, compared, or other-
wise discussed the employee’s wages or the 
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wages of any other employee, or because the 
employee exercised, enjoyed, aided, or en-
couraged any other person to exercise or 
enjoy any right granted or protected by sec-
tion 6(h).’’. 
SEC. 5. REMEDIES. 

Section 16 (29 U.S.C. 216) is amended—
(1) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(f) In any action brought under this sec-

tion for violation of section 6(h), the court 
shall, in addition to any other remedies 
awarded to the prevailing plaintiff or plain-
tiffs, allow expert fees as part of the costs. 
Any such action may be maintained as a 
class action as provided by the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘section 
15(a)(3)’’ each place it occurs and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (3), (6), and (7) of section 15(a)’’; 
and 

(3) in the fourth sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking ‘‘No employees’’ and inserting 
‘‘Except with respect to class actions 
brought under subsection (f), no employees’’. 
SEC. 6. RECORDS. 

(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 11(c) 
(29 U.S.C. 211(c)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’. 

(b) RECORDS.—Section 11(c) (as amended by 
subsection (a)) is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(2)(A) Every employer subject to section 
6(h) shall preserve records that document 
and support the method, system, calcula-
tions, and other bases used by the employer 
in establishing, adjusting, and determining 
the wage rates paid to the employees of the 
employer. Every employer subject to section 
6(h) shall preserve such records for such peri-
ods of time, and shall make such reports 
from the records to the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, as shall be pre-
scribed by the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission by regulation or order as 
necessary or appropriate for the enforcement 
of the provisions of section 6(h) or any regu-
lation promulgated pursuant to section 
6(h).’’. 

(c) SMALL BUSINESS EXEMPTIONS.—Section 
11(c) (as amended by subsections (a) and (b)) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(B)(i) Every employer subject to section 
6(h) that has 25 or more employees on any 
date during the first or second year after the 
effective date of this paragraph, or 15 or 
more employees on any date during any sub-
sequent year after such second year, shall, in 
accordance with regulations promulgated by 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission under subparagraph (F), prepare and 
submit to the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission for the year involved a 
report signed by the president, treasurer, or 
corresponding principal officer, of the em-
ployer that includes information that dis-
closes the wage rates paid to employees of 
the employer in each classification, position, 
or job title, or to employees in other wage 
groups employed by the employer, including 
information with respect to the sex, race, 
and national origin of employees at each 
wage rate in each classification, position, job 
title, or other wage group.’’. 

(d) PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIALITY.—Sec-
tion 11(c) (as amended by subsections (a) 
through (c)) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(ii) The rules and regulations promul-
gated by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission under subparagraph (F), relat-
ing to the form of such a report, shall in-
clude requirements to protect the confiden-
tiality of employees, including a require-

ment that the report shall not contain the 
name of any individual employee.’’. 

(e) USE; INSPECTIONS; EXAMINATIONS; REGU-
LATIONS.—Section 11(c) (as amended by sub-
sections (a) through (d)) is further amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission may publish any information 
and data that the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission obtains pursuant to the 
provisions of subparagraph (B). The Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission may 
use the information and data for statistical 
and research purposes, and compile and pub-
lish such studies, analyses, reports, and sur-
veys based on the information and data as 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission may consider appropriate. 

‘‘(D) In order to carry out the purposes of 
this Act, the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission shall by regulation make 
reasonable provision for the inspection and 
examination by any person of the informa-
tion and data contained in any report sub-
mitted to the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission pursuant to subpara-
graph (B). 

‘‘(E) The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission shall by regulation provide for 
the furnishing of copies of reports submitted 
to the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission pursuant to subparagraph (B) to any 
person upon payment of a charge based upon 
the cost of the service. 

‘‘(F) The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission shall issue rules and regulations 
prescribing the form and content of reports 
required to be submitted under subparagraph 
(B) and such other reasonable rules and regu-
lations as the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission may find necessary to 
prevent the circumvention or evasion of such 
reporting requirements. In exercising the au-
thority of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission under subparagraph (B), 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission may prescribe by general rule sim-
plified reports for employers for whom the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
finds that because of the size of the employ-
ers a detailed report would be unduly bur-
densome.’’. 
SEC. 7. RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM; REPORT TO 
CONGRESS. 

Section 4(d) (29 U.S.C. 204(d)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission shall conduct studies and pro-
vide information and technical assistance to 
employers, labor organizations, and the gen-
eral public concerning effective means avail-
able to implement the provisions of section 
6(h) prohibiting wage rate discrimination be-
tween employees performing work in equiva-
lent jobs on the basis of sex, race, or na-
tional origin. Such studies, information, and 
technical assistance shall be based on and in-
clude reference to the objectives of such sec-
tion to eliminate such discrimination. In 
order to achieve the objectives of such sec-
tion, the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission shall carry on a continuing pro-
gram of research, education, and technical 
assistance including—

‘‘(A) conducting and promoting research 
with the intent of developing means to expe-
ditiously correct the wage rate differentials 
described in section (6)(h); 

‘‘(B) publishing and otherwise making 
available to employers, labor organizations, 
professional associations, educational insti-
tutions, the various media of communica-
tion, and the general public the findings of 

studies and other materials for promoting 
compliance with section 6(h); 

‘‘(C) sponsoring and assisting State and 
community informational and educational 
programs; and 

‘‘(D) providing technical assistance to em-
ployers, labor organizations, professional as-
sociations and other interested persons on
means of achieving and maintaining compli-
ance with the provisions of section 6(h). 

‘‘(5) The report submitted biennially by the 
Secretary to Congress under paragraph (1) 
shall include a separate evalution and ap-
praisal regarding the implementation of sec-
tion 6(h).’’. 
SEC. 8. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEES.—
(1) APPLICATION.—Section 203(a)(1) of the 

Congressional Accountability Act of 1995 (2 
U.S.C. 1313(a)(1)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘subsections (a)(1) and (d) 
of section 6’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections 
(a)(1), (d), and (h) of section 6’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘206 (a)(1) and (d)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘206 (a)(1), (d), and (h)’’. 

(2) REMEDIES.—Section 203(b) of such Act (2 
U.S.C. 1313(b)) is amended by inserting before 
the period the following: ‘‘or, in an appro-
priate case, under section 16(f) of such Act 
(29 U.S.C. 216(f))’’. 

(b) EXECUTIVE BRANCH EMPLOYEES.—
(1) APPLICATION.—Section 413(a)(1) of title 

3, United States Code, as added by section 
2(a) of the Presidential and Executive Office 
Accountability Act (Public Law 104–331; 110 
Stat. 4053), is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
sections (a)(1) and (d) of section 6’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsections (a)(1), (d), and (h) of sec-
tion 6’’. 

(2) REMEDIES.—Section 413(b) of such title 
is amended by inserting before the period the 
following: ‘‘or, in an appropriate case, under 
section 16(f) of such Act’’. 
SEC. 9. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

FAIR PAY ACT—SUMMARY 
The bill amends the Fair Labor Standards 

Act of 1938 to prohibit discrimination in 
wages paid to employees within a workplace 
in equivalent/comparable jobs solely on the 
basis of a worker’s sex, race or national ori-
gin. 

It requires employers to preserve records 
on wage setting practices and file annual re-
ports with the EEOC. Reports would disclose 
the wage rates paid for jobs within the com-
pany as well as the sex, race and national or-
igin of employees within these positions. 
Confidentiality of the names is mandated. 

The bill exempts small businesses that 
have 25 employees or less the first two years 
and 15 employees or less after the second 
year the legislation is enacted. 

It directs the EEOC to provide technical 
assistance to employers and report to Con-
gress on the progress of the Act’s implemen-
tation. However, it is up to the individual 
business to determine wages and job equiva-
lency within the organization. 

The bill includes non-retaliation protec-
tions for employees inquiring about or as-
sisting in investigations related to the Act. 

It prohibits companies from reducing 
wages to achieve pay equity. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire 
(for himself, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. HELMS): 

S. 703. A bill to amend section 922 of 
chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

BRADY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1999 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise to introduce a bill 
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that I am calling the ‘‘Brady Act 
Amendments of 1999,’’ which would re-
move ‘‘long guns’’ from the require-
ments of the National Instant Criminal 
Background Check System (NICS). I 
am pleased to be joined by my distin-
guished colleagues, Senators CRAIG, 
INHOFE, and HELMS, as original co-
sponsors. 

Mr. President, Congress has imposed 
many restrictions on firearms sales 
over the years, with no apparent effect 
on reducing crime. By contrast, the 
most effective crime fighting initia-
tives have been undertaken at the 
state and local levels. Many states 
have dramatically reduced crime by in-
creasing their incarceration rates. 
Local governments, such as that of 
Richmond, Virginia, reduced crime 
rates by aggressively prosecuting cases 
involving possession of firearms by 
convicted felons and drug dealers—not 
by imposing any new restrictions on 
the purchase of firearms. 

In fact, Mr. President, states that 
have fewer restrictions on the purchase 
of firearms have more favorable crime 
reduction trends than other states. De-
spite all of the favorable media fanfare 
over the Brady Act, states that were 
covered by its ‘‘waiting period’’ phase 
until the NICS went into effect late 
last year actually had worse crime 
trends than other states. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
notes that out of the total number of 
homicides in a recent reporting period 
that were committed with firearms, 
less than 7% were committed with ri-
fles, and less than 7% were committed 
with shotguns. Out of the total number 
of homicides, rifles and shotguns each 
were used in 4%, while knives, which 
may be purchased without clearance by 
the NICS, were used in 13% of such 
cases. 

Mr. President, my bill would amend 
the Brady Act to make the NICS apply 
not to firearms in general, but only to 
handguns. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of my bill printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 703
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Brady Act 
Amendments of 1999.’’
SEC. 2. LIMITATION OF COVERAGE OF BRADY 

ACT TO HANDGUNS. 
Subsection (t) of section 922 of chapter 44 

of Title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by striking ‘‘firearm’’ in paragraphs (1), (2), 
(4), (5), and (6), and the first time it appears 
in paragraph (3), and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘‘handgun.’’

By Mr. KYL (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. HATCH, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. ASHCROFT, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, and Mr. ABRA-
HAM): 

S. 704. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to combat the 
overutilization of prison health care 
services and control rising prisoner 

health care costs; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

f 

FEDERAL PRISONER HEALTH 
CARE COPAYMENT ACT 

∑ Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise to in-
troduce the Federal Prisoner Health 
Care Copayment Act, which would re-
quire federal prisoners to pay a nomi-
nal fee when they initiate certain vis-
its for medical attention. Fees col-
lected from prisoners subject to an 
order of restitution shall be paid to vic-
tims in accordance with the order. Sev-
enty-five percent of all other fees 
would be deposited in the Federal 
Crime Victims’ Fund and the remain-
der would go to the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons (BOP) and the U.S. Marshals 
Service for administrative expenses in-
curred in carrying out this Act. 

Each time a prisoner pays to heal 
himself, he will be paying to heal a vic-
tim. 

Most working, law-abiding Ameri-
cans are required to pay a copayment 
fee when they seek medical attention. 
It is time to impose this requirement 
on federal prisoners. 

The Department of Justice supports 
the Federal inmate user fee concept, 
and worked with us on crafting the lan-
guage contained in this Act. 

To date, well over half of the states—
including our home states of Arizona 
and South Dakota—have implemented 
state-wide prisoner health care copay-
ment programs. Additionally, the fol-
lowing states have enacted this reform: 
Alabama, California, Colorado, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, 
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, 
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, 
and Wisconsin. Additional states are 
considering implementing copayment 
programs. 

Copayment programs have an out-
standing record of success on the state 
level. 

Tennessee, which began requiring $3 
copayments in January 1996, reported 
in late 1997 that the number of infir-
mary visits per inmate had been cut al-
most in half. In August 1998, prison of-
ficials in Ohio evaluated the nascent 
state copayment law, finding that the 
number of prisoners seeing a doctor has 
dropped 55 percent and that between 
March and August the copayment fee 
generated $89,500. In Arizona, there has 
been a reduction of about 30 percent in 
the number of requests for health care 
services. 

Copayment programs reduce the 
overutilization of health care services 
without denying necessary care to the 
indigent. By discouraging the overuse 
of health care, the Prisoner Health 
Care Copayment Act should (1) help 
prisoners in true need of attention to 
receive better care, (2) benefit tax-
payers through a reduction in the ex-
pense of operating a prison health care 
system, and (3) reduce the burden on 
corrections officers to escort prisoners 
feigning illness to health care facilities 
is reduced. 

The Act prohibits the refusal of 
treatment for financial reasons or for 
appropriate preventive care. 

Congress should follow the lead of 
the states and provide the federal Bu-
reau of Prisons with the authority to 
charge federal inmates a nominal fee 
for elective health care visits. The fed-
eral system is particularly ripe for re-
form. According to the 1996 Corrections 
Yearbook, the system spends more per 
inmate on health care than virtually 
every state. Federal inmate health care 
totaled $354 million in fiscal year 1998, 
up from $138 million in fiscal year 1990. 
Average cost per inmate has increased 
over 36 percent during this period, from 
$2,483 to $3,363.

Before I conclude, I would like to 
thank my colleague Senator JOHNSON 
for his support and assistance with this 
legislation. Additionally, I appreciate 
the assistance of the Arizona Depart-
ment of Corrections, and the office 
staff of Sheriff Buchanan in helping me 
draft this reform. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with the Department of Justice, the 
Bureau of Prisons, and colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, to implement a 
fee-for-medical-service-program—a 
sen-
sible and overdue reform—for federal 
prisoners. 
∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to join Senator KYL in 
introducing the Federal Prisoner 
Health Care Copayment Act. The Kyl-
Johnson bill will require federal pris-
oners to pay a nominal fee when they 
initiate certain visits for medical at-
tention. Fees collected from prisoners 
will either be paid as restitution to vic-
tims or be deposited into the Federal 
Crime Victims’ Fund. My state of 
South Dakota is one of 34 states that 
have implemented state-wide prisoner 
health care copayment programs. The 
Department of Justice supports extend-
ing this prisoner health care copay-
ment program to federal prisoners in 
an attempt to reduce unnecessary med-
ical procedures and ensure that ade-
quate health care services are available 
for prisoners who need them. 

My interest in the prisoner health 
care copayment issue came from dis-
cussions I had in South Dakota with a 
number of law enforcement officials 
and US Marshal Lyle Swenson about 
the equitable treatment between pre-
sentencing federal prisoners housed in 
county jails and the county prisoners 
residing in those same facilities. Cur-
rently, county prisoners in South Da-
kota are subject to state and local laws 
allowing the collection of a health care 
copayment, while Marshals Service 
prisoners are not, thereby allowing fed-
eral prisoners to abuse health care re-
sources at great cost to state and local 
law enforcement. 

I want to thank Senator KYL for 
working with me on specific concerns 
raised by South Dakota law enforce-
ment officials and the US Marshals 
Service that I wanted addressed in the 
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bill. I sincerely appreciate Senator 
KYL’s willingness to incorporate my 
language into the Federal Prisoner 
Health Care Copayment Act that al-
lows state and local facilities to collect 
health care copayment fees when hous-
ing pre-sentencing federal prisoners. 

I also worked with Senator KYL to 
include sufficient flexibility in the Kyl-
Johnson bill for the Bureau of Prisons 
and local facilities contracting with 
the Marshals Service to maintain pre-
ventive-health priorities. The Kyl-
Johnson bill prohibits the refusal of 
treatment for financial reasons or for 
appropriate preventive care. I am 
pleased this provision was included to 
pre-empt long term, and subsequently 
more costly, health problems among 
prisoners. 

The goal of the Kyl-Johnson Federal 
Prisoner Health Care Copayment Act is 
not about generating revenue for the 
federal, state, and local prison systems. 
Instead, current prisoner health care 
copayment programs in 34 states illus-
trate the success in reducing the num-
ber of frivolous health visits and strain 
on valuable health care resources. The 
Kyl-Johnson bill will ensure that ade-
quate health care is available to those 
prisoners who need it, without strain-
ing the budgets of taxpayers.

By Mr. ASHCROFT: 
S. 705. A bill to repeal section 8003 of 

Public Law 105–174; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

HOME PAGE TAX REPEAL ACT 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, Dan-

iel Webster argued to the Supreme 
Court in McCulloch v. Maryland that 
the power to tax involves the power to 
destroy. Chief Justice Marshall was so 
taken with Webster’s argument that he 
made it the central premise of his land-
mark opinion for the Court. Fully cog-
nizant of the potential for abuse inher-
ent in the power to tax, the framers 
carefully circumscribed this power. 
The Constitution limits the tax power 
to the Congress and requires revenue 
bills to originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the body most responsive 
to the people. The notion that 
unelected bureaucrats could levy taxes 
absent any congressional authority 
would have been a complete anathema 
to the framers. It is a long way from 
‘‘no taxation without representation’’ 
to taxation without notice, representa-
tion or even participation from the 
Congress. 

Unfortunately, the National Science 
Foundation appears to have forgotten 
that the power to tax belongs to the 
Congress and to Congress alone. Since 
1992, the National Science Foundation 
has employed a private sector firm to 
registering second-level domain names, 
which are the unique identifiers that 
precede ‘‘.com’’ or ‘‘.org.’’ In 1995, the 
National Science Foundation amended 
its agreement with the firm to allow it 

to charge a $100 registration fee, and a 
$50 renewal fee. If those fees had been 
designed simply to allow the private 
firm to cover its costs and make a 
modest profit they would be 
unproblematic. However, that is not 
what happened here. The National 
Science Foundation, without any con-
gressional authority, required the pri-
vate firm to set aside 30 percent of the 
total fees collected and turn them over 
to the National Science Foundation’s 
Intellectual Infrastructure Fund. In 
short, without any congressional au-
thorization, the National Science 
Foundation levied a substantial tax (at 
greater than a 42-percent rate) on a 
necessary item for doing business on 
the Internet. 

Allowing this agency action to go 
unremedied would set a terrible prece-
dent. Why should any agency suffer 
through the vagaries of the appropria-
tions process if it can just impose its 
own taxes? As long as the agency has a 
monopoly over a necessary permit or 
license, it can set just about any tax 
rate it pleases. The agency could then 
use these tax revenues to fund its ac-
tivities without too much concern for 
the appropriators and authorizers in 
Congress.

The potential for abuse in such unau-
thorized and unconstitutional taxes 
was not lost on the Federal District 
Court that heard a challenge to the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s actions. 
The Court correctly determined that 
the National Science Foundation’s ac-
tions amounted to an unconstitutional 
tax. Remarkably, Congress, rather 
than taking the National Science 
Foundation to task for its arrogation 
of taxing authority, actually ratified 
the Foundation’s actions in a provision 
in last year’s supplemental appropria-
tions bill. The message this sends to 
federal agencies is intolerable. It cre-
ates a perverse and unconstitutional 
incentive for agencies to impose unau-
thorized taxes with every reason to be-
lieve that a Congress that has never 
seen a revenue source it did not like 
will ratify its misbehavior. 

What is more, the National Science 
Foundation’s actions and Congress’ 
ratification of those actions are incon-
sistent with the spirit of the Internet 
Tax Moratorium Act we passed last 
year. At the same time that we are 
telling States and localities that they 
cannot impose discriminatory taxes on 
the Internet, Congress is ratifying a 
42% tax on the registration of domain 
names. Congress must be consistent 
with respect to Internet taxation. We 
must act to repeal the ratification of 
this unconstitutional tax. The bill I in-
troduce today, the Home Page Tax Re-
peal Act of 1999 does just that. It sends 
a clear message that Congress will not 
tolerate taxation of the Internet and 
will not allow federal bureaucrats to 
wield the power of taxation. 

Finally, let me be clear that my crit-
icism of the National Science Founda-

tion’s actions in levying this tax 
should not be mistaken for criticism of 
the policies they have pursued or of the 
uses to which they have put the reve-
nues. I am fully supportive of efforts to 
ensure that we study the growth of the 
Internet and that the infrastructure 
supporting the Internet keeps up with 
rapid growth of this incredible me-
dium. Indeed, spending for these pur-
poses is so clearly justified that I have 
every confidence that sufficient funds 
will be appropriated through the nor-
mal appropriations process. But that is 
the process that should be followed. Al-
lowing an agency to short-circuit that 
process and impose unconstitutional 
taxes—even with the best of motives—
is simply unacceptable. The power to 
tax is indeed the power to destroy. The 
power to tax is oppressive enough in 
the hands of elected officials who must 
face the voters. That same power in the 
hands of unelected bureaucrats is intol-
erable. On behalf of the people we rep-
resent, Congress should reclaim its 
proper constitutional authority and re-
ject—not ratify—this unconstitutional 
tax. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, MR. 
REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. SARBANES): 

S. 706. A bill to create a National Mu-
seum of Women’s History Advisory 
Committee; to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

f 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE 
NATIONAL MUSEUM OF WOMEN’S 
HISTORY 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in honor 
of Women’s History Month, today I am 
introducing legislation to create an 
Advisory Committee for the National 
Museum of Women’s History. I am 
pleased to be joined by 17 of my col-
leagues: Senators HUTCHISON, MURRAY, 
MIKULSKI, BOXER, COLLINS, ROCKE-
FELLER, REID, BIDEN, AKAKA, KERRY 
(MA), ASHCROFT, DODD, DURBIN, 
TORRICELLI, INOUYE, LEIBERMAN, and 
SARBANES. 

For far too long, women have con-
tributed to history, but have largely 
been forgotten in our history books, in 
our monuments, and in our museums. 
It is long past time that the roles 
women have played be removed from 
the shadows of indifference and given a 
place where they can shine. 

The bill we are introducing today 
will create a 26 member Advisory Com-
mittee to look at the following three 
issues and report back to Congress con-
cerning (1) identification of a site for 
the museum in the District of Colum-
bia; (2) development of a business plan 
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to allow the creation and maintenance 
of the museum to be done solely with 
private contributions and 3) assistance 
with the collection and program of the 
museum. 

It is important to note that this bill 
does not commit Congress to spending 
any money for this museum. The Com-
mittee’s report will tell us the feasi-
bility of funding the museum privately. 
And I believe that the Museum’s Board 
has shown that they have the ability to 
do just that. 

The concept for the National Mu-
seum of Women’s History (NMWH) was 
created back in 1996. Since that time, 
the Board of Directors, lead by Presi-
dent Karen Staser, has worked tire-
lessly to build support and interest for 
this project. And judging by the fact 
that they have raised more than $10.5 
million for the project, lent their sup-
port to the moving of the Suffragette 
statute from the crypt to the Rotunda, 
and raised $85,000 for that effort, I’d say 
they are well on their way to success. 

They have also spent a lot of time 
answering the question ‘‘why do we 
need a women’s museum when we have 
the SMITHsonian.’’ The first answer to 
that comes from Edith Mayo, Curator 
Emeritus of the Smithsonian National 
Museum of American History, who 
notes that since 1963 only two exhib-
its—two—were dedicated to the role of 
women in history. 

The fact is, in the story of America’s 
success, the chapter on women’s con-
tributions has largely been left on the 
editing room floor. Here’s what I mean: 
Many of us know that women fought 
and got the vote in 1920, with the rati-
fication of the 19th Amendment to the 
Constitution. But how many know that 
Wyoming gave women the right to vote 
in 1869, 51 years earlier, and that by 
1900 Utah, Colorado and Idaho had 
granted women the right to vote? Or 
that the suffragette movement took 72 
years to meet its goal? And few know 
that the women of Utah sewed dresses 
made from silk for the Suffragettes on 
their cross country tour. 

History is filled with other little 
known but significant milestones: like 
the first woman elected to the United 
States Senate was Hattie Wyatt Cara-
way from Louisiana in 1932. That Mar-
garet Chase Smith, from my home 
state of Maine, was the first woman 
elected to the US Senate in her own 
right in 1948, and in 1962 became the 
first women to run for the US Presi-
dency in the primaries of a major polit-
ical party. Or that the first female cab-
inet member was Frances Perkins, Sec-
retary of Labor for FDR. 

How many people know that Mar-
garet Reha Seddon was the first US 
woman to achieve the full rank of as-
tronaut, and flew her first space mis-
sion aboard the Space Shuttle ‘‘Dis-
covery’’ in 1985, twenty three years 
after the distinguished former Senator 
from the State of Ohio, John Glenn 

completed his historic first flight in 
space? 

And I can guarantee you more people 
know the last person to hit over .400 in 
baseball—Ted Williams—than can 
name the first woman elected to Con-
gress—Jeannette Rankin of Montana, 
who was elected in 1916, four years be-
fore ratification of the 19th Amend-
ment gave women the right to vote. 

Hardly household names. But they 
should be. And with a place to show-
case their accomplishments, perhaps 
one day they will take their rightful 
place beside America’s greatest minds, 
visionary leaders, and groundbreaking 
figures. But until then, we have a long 
way to go. 

Whatever period of history you 
chose—women played a role. Sybil 
Ludington, a 16-year-old, rode through 
parts of New York and Connecticut in 
April of 1777 to warn that the Redcoats 
were coming. Sacajawea, the Shoshone 
Indian guide, helped escort Lewis and 
Clark on their 8000 mile expedition. 
Rosa Parks, Jo Ann Robinson and 
Myrlie Evers played important roles in 
the civil rights movement in the 50’s 
and 60’s. And as we move into the 21st 
century, the role of women—who now 
make up 52 percent of the population—
will continue to be integral to the fu-
ture success of this country. 

In fact the real question about the 
building of a women’s museum is not 
so much where it will be built—al-
though that remains to be explored. 
And it’s not even who will pay for it—
as I’ve said, it will be done entirely 
with private funds. The real question 
when it comes to a museum dedicated 
to women’s history is, where will they 
put it all! 

I would argue that we have a solemn 
responsibility to teach our children, 
and ourselves, about our rich past—and 
that includes the myriad contributions 
of women, in all fields and every en-
deavor. These women can serve as role 
models and inspire our youth. They can 
teach us about our past and guide us 
into our future. They can even prompt 
young women to consider a career in 
public service—as Senator Smith of 
Maine did for me. 

Instead, today in America, more 
young women probably know the 
names of the latest super models then 
the names of the female members of 
this Administration’s Cabinet. That is 
why we need a National Museum of 
Women’s History, that is why I am 
proud to sponsor this legislation, and 
that is why I hope that my colleagues 
will join us in supporting the creation 
of this Advisory Committee as a first 
step toward writing the forgotten chap-
ters of the history of our nation.∑

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CHAFEE, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. KERREY): 

S. 708. A bill to improve the adminis-
trative efficiency and effectiveness of 

the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts 
and the quality and availability of 
training for judges, attorneys, and vol-
unteers working in such courts, and for 
other purposes consistent with the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
COURTS ACT OF 1999 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Strengthening 
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999, a 
bill to improve the administrative effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the juvenile 
and family courts, as well as the qual-
ity and availability of training for 
judges, attorneys and guardian ad 
litems. I am joined in this introduction 
by Senator ROCKEFELLER, and I thank 
him for all of his hard work on behalf 
of abused and neglected children and I 
look forward to working with him as 
we move forward with this legislation. 

I have been involved with children’s 
issues for over two decades, not just as 
the father of eight, but also as a local 
county elected official. I know the 
kinds of problems that exist at the 
ground level, and I think it’s very im-
portant that we work together to ad-
dress them. 

This is especially true today, as op-
posed to a couple of years ago, because 
the child welfare agencies and the 
courts have an important new task—
the implementation of the Adoption 
and Safe Families Act. 

Almost one and a half years ago, 
Congress passed this historic piece of 
legislation, which was designed to en-
courage safe and permanent family 
placements for abused and neglected 
children—and to decrease the amount 
of time that a child spends in the foster 
care system. With this law, we make it 
clear that the health and safety of the 
child must come first when making 
any decision for a child in the abuse 
and neglect system. This law shortens 
the time line for children in foster 
care. Specifically, the law requires ini-
tiation of proceedings to terminate pa-
rental rights for any child who has 
been in the foster care system for 15 of 
the last 22 months. 

These timelines are very important. 
Foster care was meant to be a tem-
porary solution—but for too many chil-
dren foster care has become a way of 
life. However, the institution of these 
timelines has created additional pres-
sure on an already overburdened court 
system. 

To give you an idea of the burden 
that already exists, consider this: 
When the Family Court was estab-
lished in New York in 1962, it reviewed 
96,000 cases the first year. By 1997, the 
case load had increased to 670,000 cases. 

A September 1997 report by the Fund 
for Modern Courts found that Family 
Court judges were overburdened and 
forced to provide, quote, ‘‘assembly 
line justice’’—because they only had a 
few minutes to review each case. The 
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report found that in Brooklyn, cases 
receive an average of 4 minutes before 
a judge on a first appearance and little 
more than 11 minutes on subsequent 
appearances. The report concluded 
that, quote: ‘‘It is easy to understand 
how a tragedy can result from deci-
sions made based on so little actual 
time in court.’’ End of quote. 

And that’s not the only problem in 
the system. In Cuyahoga County, Ohio, 
the juvenile court identified 3,000 cases 
that were open, but inactive. In most 
of these cases, the child had been 
charged with a minor crime, but never 
had his or her case scheduled for trial. 
But more than 100 of these cases in-
volved children who remained in foster 
care for months or even years, despite 
the fact that a judge had ordered them 
to be returned home to their parents. 

Another problem faced in Cuyahoga 
County, and in many other places, is 
the missing file. Until recently, the 
court had no central clerk’s file, so 
there was no way of tracking the loca-
tion of a particular file. If the file 
could not be found on the day of a 
hearing or review, it would result in a 
postponement, adding months to a 
child’s stay in foster care. It is undis-
puted that children need permanency 
as quickly as possible. It is simply un-
conscionable that children should be 
trapped in foster care by a Dickensian 
nightmare of paperwork. 

And you also have to wonder where 
the lawyers, case workers and guard-
ians for these children were—and what 
they were doing as these cases dragged 
on for months or even years longer 
than necessary. It is a symptom of the 
overburdened child welfare system and 
the lack of resources available for ev-
eryone involved —the child welfare 
agencies, the attorneys, the guardians, 
the courts. It’s not their fault, but it’s 
not tolerable either. 

We, collectively—as public servants, 
and as a society—must do better. 

Some abuse and neglect courts have 
already found innovative ways to 
eliminate their backlog of cases and 
move children toward permanency. One 
example is in Hamilton County, Ohio, 
where the Juvenile Court, under the 
leadership of Judge David Grossmann, 
has instituted a system that success-
fully has reduced the amount of time a 
child spends in care. Hamilton County 
added hearing officers so that more 
time could be spent on each case—lead-
ing to better quality decision making 
and reduced case loads. The court also 
developed a computer tracking system 
so that the judge could have essential 
information on each case at his or her 
fingertips, and the ‘‘missing file’’ 
would no longer be a bar to perma-
nency. 

The state of Connecticut has also 
created an innovative way of dealing 
with the backlog of cases in its child 
welfare system. The Child Protection 
Session is a court dedicated to settling 

the most difficult abuse and neglect 
cases—contested cases of abuse and ne-
glect and termination of parental 
rights proceedings. Connecticut has 
recognized that these types of cases 
need to be handled expeditiously, and 
as a result of the special session, these 
cases are now being handled in months, 
rather than years, to the benefit of all 
of the children involved. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) 
recently reported to Congress the re-
sults of its review of juvenile and fam-
ily courts performance in achieving 
permanence for children. GAO identi-
fied three elements that are essential 
to successful court reform. 

(1) Judicial leadership and collabora-
tion among the child welfare partici-
pants. 

(2) Timely information regarding the 
court’s operations and processing of 
cases; and 

(3) Sufficient financial resources to 
initiate and sustain reform. 

The Strengthening Abuse and Ne-
glect Courts Act of 1999 incorporates 
all of these elements. The bill provides 
competitive grants to courts to create 
computerized case tracking systems 
and to encourage the replication and 
implementation of successful systems 
in other courts. The bill also provides 
grants to courts to reduce pending 
backlogs of abuse and neglect cases so 
that courts are able to comply with the 
time lines established in the Adoption 
and Safe Families Act. 

The bill also includes a provision to 
allow judges, attorneys and court per-
sonnel to qualify for training under 
Title IV–E’s existing training provi-
sions. Finally, the bill includes a provi-
sion that would expand the CASA pro-
gram to underserved and urban areas 
so that more children are able to ben-
efit from its services. 

When Congress passed the Adoption 
and Safe Families Act, I said that the 
bill is a good start, but that Congress 
will have to do more to make sure that 
every child has the opportunity to live 
in a safe, stable, loving and permanent 
home. One of the essential ingredients 
in this process is an efficiently oper-
ating court system. After all, that’s 
where a lot of delays occur. As well-in-
tentioned as the strict time lines of the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act are, 
mandatory filing dates won’t be 
enough to promote permanency if the 
court docket is too clogged to move the 
cases through the system. We need to 
provide assistance to the courts so that 
administrative efficiency and effective-
ness are improved and the goals of the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act will be 
more readily achieved. I encourage my 
colleagues to support this legislation 
and I am committed to pushing for its 
timely consideration. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 708

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Strength-
ening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Under both Federal and State law, the 

courts play a crucial and essential role in 
the Nation’s child welfare system and in en-
suring safety, stability, and permanence for 
abused and neglected children under the su-
pervision of that system. 

(2) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 
1997 (Public Law 105–89; 111 Stat. 2115) estab-
lishes explicitly for the first time in Federal 
law that a child’s health and safety must be 
the paramount consideration when any deci-
sion is made regarding a child in the Na-
tion’s child welfare system. 

(3) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 
1997 promotes stability and permanence for 
abused and neglected children by requiring 
timely decision-making in proceedings to de-
termine whether children can safely return 
to their families or whether they should be 
moved into safe and stable adoptive homes 
or other permanent family arrangements 
outside the foster care system. 

(4) To avoid unnecessary and lengthy stays 
in the foster care system, the Adoption and 
Safe Families Act of 1997 specifically re-
quires, among other things, that States 
move to terminate the parental rights of the 
parents of those children who have been in 
foster care for 15 of the last 22 months. 

(5) While essential to protect children and 
to carry out the general purposes of the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, the 
accelerated timelines for the termination of 
parental rights and the other requirements 
imposed under that Act increase the pressure 
on the Nation’s already overburdened abuse 
and neglect courts. 

(6) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect 
courts would be substantially improved by 
the acquisition and implementation of com-
puterized case-tracking systems to identify 
and eliminate existing backlogs, to move 
abuse and neglect caseloads forward in a 
timely manner, and to move children into 
safe and stable families. Such systems could 
also be used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
such courts in meeting the purposes of the 
amendments made by, and provisions of, the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997. 

(7) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect 
courts would also be improved by the identi-
fication and implementation of projects de-
signed to eliminate the backlog of abuse and 
neglect cases, including the temporary hir-
ing of additional judges, extension of court 
hours, and other projects designed to reduce 
existing caseloads. 

(8) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect 
courts would be further strengthened by im-
proving the quality and availability of train-
ing for judges, court personnel, agency attor-
neys, guardians ad litem, volunteers who 
participate in court-appointed special advo-
cate (CASA) programs, and attorneys who 
represent the children and the parents of 
children in abuse and neglect proceedings. 
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(9) While recognizing that abuse and ne-

glect courts in this country are already com-
mitted to the quality administration of jus-
tice, the performance of such courts would 
be even further enhanced by the development 
of models and educational opportunities that 
reinforce court projects that have already 
been developed, including models for case-
flow procedures, case management, represen-
tation of children, automated interagency 
interfaces, and ‘‘best practices’’ standards. 

(10) Judges, magistrates, commissioners, 
and other judicial officers play a central and 
vital role in ensuring that proceedings in our 
Nation’s abuse and neglect courts are run ef-
ficiently and effectively. The performance of 
those individuals in such courts can only be 
further enhanced by training, seminars, and 
an ongoing opportunity to exchange ideas 
with their peers. 

(11) Volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) programs 
play a vital role as the eyes and ears of abuse 
and neglect courts in proceedings conducted 
by, or under the supervision of, such courts 
and also bring increased public scrutiny of 
the abuse and neglect court system. The Na-
tion’s abuse and neglect courts would benefit 
from an expansion of this program to cur-
rently underserved communities. 

(12) Improved computerized case-tracking 
systems, comprehensive training, and devel-
opment of, and education on, model abuse 
and neglect court systems, particularly with 
respect to underserved areas, would signifi-
cantly further the purposes of the Adoption 
and Safe Families Act of 1997 by reducing the 
average length of an abused and neglected 
child’s stay in foster care, improving the 
quality of decision-making and court serv-
ices provided to children and families, and 
increasing the number of adoptions. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(a) ABUSE AND NEGLECT COURTS.—The term 

‘‘abuse and neglect courts’’ means the State 
and local courts that carry out State or local 
laws requiring proceedings (conducted by or 
under the supervision of the courts)—

(1) that implement part B and part E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
620 et seq.; 670 et seq.) (including preliminary 
disposition of such proceedings);

(2) that determine whether a child was 
abused or neglected; 

(3) that determine the advisability or ap-
propriateness of placement in a family foster 
home, group home, or a special residential 
care facility; or 

(4) that determine any other legal disposi-
tion of a child in the abuse and neglect court 
system. 

(b) AGENCY ATTORNEY.—The term ‘‘agency 
attorney’’ means an attorney or other indi-
vidual, including any government attorney, 
district attorney, attorney general, State at-
torney, county attorney, city solicitor or at-
torney, corporation counsel, or privately re-
tained special prosecutor, who represents the 
State or local agency administrating the 
programs under parts B and E of title IV of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 
670 et seq.) in a proceeding conducted by, or 
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, including a proceeding for termi-
nation of parental rights. 

(c) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD.—The 
term ‘‘attorney representing a child’’ means 
an attorney or a guardian ad litem who rep-
resents a child in a proceeding conducted by, 
or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court. 

(d) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A PARENT.—
The term ‘‘attorney representing a parent’’ 

means an attorney who represents a parent 
who is an official party to a proceeding con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an 
abuse and neglect court. 
SEC. 4. GRANTS TO STATE COURTS AND LOCAL 

COURTS TO AUTOMATE THE DATA 
COLLECTION AND TRACKING OF 
PROCEEDINGS IN ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT COURTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the Attorney General, acting through the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention of the Office of Justice Programs, 
shall award grants in accordance with this 
section to State courts and local courts for 
the purposes of—

(A) enabling such courts to develop and im-
plement automated data collection and case-
tracking systems for proceedings conducted 
by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and 
neglect court; 

(B) encouraging the replication of such 
systems in abuse and neglect courts in other 
jurisdictions; and 

(C) requiring the use of such systems to 
evaluate a court’s performance in imple-
menting the requirements of parts B and E 
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.). 

(2) LIMITATIONS.—
(A) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 20 

nor more than 50 grants may be awarded 
under this section. 

(B) PER STATE LIMITATION.—Not more than 
2 grants authorized under this section may 
be awarded per State. 

(C) USE OF GRANTS.—Funds provided under 
a grant made under this section may only be 
used for the purpose of developing, imple-
menting, or enhancing automated data col-
lection and case-tracking systems for pro-
ceedings conducted by, or under the super-
vision of, an abuse and neglect court. 

(b) APPLICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local 

court may submit an application for a grant 
authorized under this section at such time 
and in such manner as the Attorney General 
may determine. 

(2) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—An application 
for a grant authorized under this section 
shall contain the following: 

(A) A description of a proposed plan for the 
development, implementation, and mainte-
nance of an automated data collection and 
case-tracking system for proceedings con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an 
abuse and neglect court, including a pro-
posed budget for the plan and a request for a 
specific funding amount. 

(B) A description of the extent to which 
such plan and system are able to be rep-
licated in abuse and neglect courts of other 
jurisdictions that specifies the common case-
tracking data elements of the proposed sys-
tem, including, at a minimum—

(i) identification of relevant judges, court, 
and agency personnel; 

(ii) records of all court proceedings with 
regard to the abuse and neglect case, includ-
ing all court findings and orders (oral and 
written); and 

(iii) relevant information about the subject 
child, including family information and the 
reason for court supervision. 

(C) In the case of an application submitted 
by a local court, a description of how the 
plan to implement the proposed system was 
developed in consultation with related State 
courts, particularly with regard to a State 
court improvement plan funded under sec-
tion 13712 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) if there 
is such a plan in the State. 

(D) In the case of an application that is 
submitted by a State court, a description of 
how the proposed system will integrate with 
a State court improvement plan funded 
under section 13712 of such Act if there is 
such a plan in the State. 

(E) After consultation with the State agen-
cy responsible for the administration of 
parts B and E of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.)—

(i) a description of the coordination of the 
proposed system with other child welfare 
data collection systems, including the State-
wide automated child welfare information 
system (SACWIS) and the adoption and fos-
ter care analysis and reporting system 
(AFCARS) established pursuant to section 
479 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 679); 
and 

(ii) an assurance that such coordination 
will be implemented and maintained. 

(F) Identification of an independent third 
party that will conduct ongoing evaluations 
of the feasibility and implementation of the 
plan and system and a description of the 
plan for conducting such evaluations. 

(G) A description or identification of a pro-
posed funding source for completion of the 
plan (if applicable) and maintenance of the 
system after the conclusion of the period for 
which the grant is to be awarded. 

(H) An assurance that any contract en-
tered into between the State court or local 
court and any other entity that is to provide 
services for the development, implementa-
tion, or maintenance of the system under the 
proposed plan will require the entity to 
agree to allow for replication of the services 
provided, the plan, and the system, and to 
refrain from asserting any proprietary inter-
est in such services for purposes of allowing 
the plan and system to be replicated in an-
other jurisdiction. 

(I) An assurance that the system estab-
lished under the plan will provide data that 
allows for evaluation (at least on an annual 
basis) of the following information: 

(i) The total number of cases that are filed 
in the abuse and neglect court. 

(ii) The number of cases assigned to each 
judge who presides over the abuse and ne-
glect court. 

(iii) The average length of stay of children 
in foster care. 

(iv) With respect to each child under the 
jurisdiction of the court—

(I) the number of episodes of placement in 
foster care; 

(II) the number of days placed in foster 
care and the type of placement (foster family 
home, group home, or special residential 
care facility); 

(III) the number of days of in-home super-
vision; and 

(IV) the number of separate foster care 
placements. 

(v) The number of adoptions, 
guardianships, or other permanent disposi-
tions finalized. 

(vi) The number of terminations of paren-
tal rights. 

(vii) The number of child abuse and neglect 
proceedings closed that had been pending for 
2 or more years. 

(viii) With respect to each proceeding con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an 
abuse and neglect court—

(I) the timeliness of each stage of the pro-
ceeding from initial filing through legal fi-
nalization of a permanency plan (for both 
contested and uncontested hearings); 

(II) the number of adjournments, delays, 
and continuances occurring during the pro-
ceeding, including identification of the party 
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requesting each adjournment, delay, or con-
tinuance and the reasons given for the re-
quest; 

(III) the number of courts that conduct or 
supervise the proceeding for the duration of 
the abuse and neglect case; 

(IV) the number of judges assigned to the 
proceeding for the duration of the abuse and 
neglect case; and 

(V) the number of agency attorneys, chil-
dren’s attorneys, parent’s attorneys, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers participating 
in a court-appointed special advocate 
(CASA) program assigned to the proceeding 
during the duration of the abuse and neglect 
case. 

(J) A description of how the proposed sys-
tem will reduce the need for paper files and 
ensure prompt action so that cases are ap-
propriately listed with national and regional 
adoption exchanges, and public and private 
adoption services. 

(K) An assurance that the data collected in 
accordance with subparagraph (I) will be 
made available to relevant Federal, State, 
and local government agencies and to the 
public. 

(L) An assurance that the proposed system 
is consistent with other civil and criminal 
information requirements of the Federal 
government. 

(M) An assurance that the proposed system 
will provide notice of timeframes required 
under the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 
1997 (Public Law 105–89; 111 Stat. 2115) for in-
dividual cases to ensure prompt attention 
and compliance with such requirements.

(c) CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—

(1) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local 

court awarded a grant under this section 
shall expend $1 for every $3 awarded under 
the grant to carry out the development, im-
plementation, and maintenance of the auto-
mated data collection and case-tracking sys-
tem under the proposed plan. 

(B) WAIVER FOR HARDSHIP.—The Attorney 
General may waive or modify the matching 
requirement described in subparagraph (A) in 
the case of any State court or local court 
that the Attorney General determines would 
suffer undue hardship as a result of being 
subject to the requirement. 

(C) NON-FEDERAL EXPENDITURES.—
(i) CASH OR IN KIND.—State court or local 

court expenditures required under subpara-
graph (A) may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including plant, equipment, or 
services. 

(ii) NO CREDIT FOR PRE-AWARD EXPENDI-
TURES.—Only State court or local court ex-
penditures made after a grant has been 
awarded under this section may be counted 
for purposes of determining whether the 
State court or local court has satisfied the 
matching expenditure requirement under 
subparagraph (A). 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO STATE OR APPROPRIATE 
CHILD WELFARE AGENCY.—No application for a 
grant authorized under this section may be 
approved unless the State court or local 
court submitting the application dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Attorney 
General that the court has provided the 
State, in the case of a State court, or the ap-
propriate child welfare agency, in the case of 
a local court, with notice of the contents and 
submission of the application. 

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In evaluating an ap-
plication for a grant under this section the 
Attorney General shall consider the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The extent to which the system pro-
posed in the application may be replicated in 
other jurisdictions. 

(B) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem is consistent with the provisions of, and 
amendments made by, the Adoption and Safe 
Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–89; 111 
Stat. 2115), and parts B and E of title IV of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 
670 et seq.). 

(C) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem is feasible and likely to achieve the pur-
poses described in subsection (a)(1). 

(4) DIVERSITY OF AWARDS.—The Attorney 
General shall award grants under this sec-
tion in a manner that results in a reasonable 
balance among grants awarded to State 
courts and grants awarded to local courts, 
grants awarded to courts located in urban 
areas and courts located in rural areas, and 
grants awarded in diverse geographical loca-
tions. 

(d) LENGTH OF AWARDS.—No grant may be 
awarded under this section for a period of 
more than 5 years. 

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds pro-
vided to a State court or local court under a 
grant awarded under this section shall re-
main available until expended without fiscal 
year limitation. 

(f) REPORTS.—
(1) ANNUAL REPORT FROM GRANTEES.—Each 

State court or local court that is awarded a 
grant under this section shall submit an an-
nual report to the Attorney General that 
contains—

(A) a description of the ongoing results of 
the independent evaluation of the plan for, 
and implementation of, the automated data 
collection and case-tracking system funded 
under the grant; and 

(B) the information described in subsection 
(b)(2)(I). 

(2) INTERIM AND FINAL REPORTS FROM AT-
TORNEY GENERAL.—

(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Beginning 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
biannually thereafter until a final report is 
submitted in accordance with subparagraph 
(B), the Attorney General shall submit to 
Congress interim reports on the grants made 
under this section. 

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 90 days 
after the termination of all grants awarded 
under this section, the Attorney General 
shall submit to Congress a final report evalu-
ating the automated data collection and 
case-tracking systems funded under such 
grants and identifying successful models of 
such systems that are suitable for replica-
tion in other jurisdictions. The Attorney 
General shall ensure that a copy of such 
final report is transmitted to the highest 
State court in each State. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, $10,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004. 
SEC. 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE PENDING BACKLOGS 

OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES TO 
PROMOTE PERMANENCY FOR 
ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHIL-
DREN.

Part E of title IV of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 670 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 479B. GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF 

ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount 

appropriated under subsection (f), the Sec-
retary shall make grants to State courts or 
local courts for the purposes of—

‘‘(1) promoting the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families 
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–89; 111 Stat. 2115); 
and 

‘‘(2) enabling such courts to reduce exist-
ing backlogs of cases pending in abuse and 
neglect courts, especially with respect to 
cases to terminate parental rights and cases 
in which parental rights to a child have been 
terminated but an adoption of the child has 
not yet been finalized. 

‘‘(b) APPLICATION.—A State court or local 
court shall submit an application for a grant 
under this section, in such form and manner 
as the Secretary shall require, that contains 
a description of the following: 

‘‘(1) The barriers to achieving the perma-
nency goals established in the Adoption and 
Safe Families Act of 1997 that have been 
identified. 

‘‘(2) The size and nature of the backlogs of 
children awaiting termination of parental 
rights or finalization of adoption. 

‘‘(3) The strategies the State court or local 
court proposes to use to reduce such back-
logs and the plan and timetable for doing so. 

‘‘(4) How the grant funds requested will be 
used to assist the implementation of the 
strategies described in paragraph (3). 

‘‘(c) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds provided under 
a grant awarded under this section may be 
used for any purpose that the Secretary de-
termines is likely to successfully achieve the 
purposes described in subsection (a), includ-
ing temporarily—

‘‘(1) establishing night court sessions for 
abuse and neglect courts; 

‘‘(2) hiring additional judges, magistrates, 
commissioners, hearing officers, referees, 
special masters, and other judicial personnel 
for such courts; 

‘‘(3) hiring personnel such as clerks, ad-
ministrative support staff, case managers, 
mediators, and attorneys for such courts; or 

‘‘(4) extending the operating hours of such 
courts. 

‘‘(d) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 15 
nor more than 20 grants shall be awarded 
under this section. 

‘‘(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds 
awarded under a grant made under this sec-
tion shall remain available for expenditure 
by a grantee for a period not to exceed 3 
years from the date of the grant award. 

‘‘(f) REPORT ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not later 
than the date that is halfway through the pe-
riod for which a grant is awarded under this 
section, and 90 days after the end of such pe-
riod, a State court or local court awarded a 
grant under this section shall submit a re-
port to the Secretary that includes the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) The barriers to the permanency goals 
established in the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 that are or have been ad-
dressed with grant funds. 

‘‘(2) The nature of the backlogs of children 
that were pursued with grant funds. 

‘‘(3) The specific strategies used to reduce 
such backlogs. 

‘‘(4) The progress that has been made in re-
ducing such backlogs, including the number 
of children in such backlogs— 

‘‘(A) whose parental rights have been ter-
minated; and 

‘‘(B) whose adoptions have been finalized. 
‘‘(5) Any additional information that the 

Secretary determines would assist jurisdic-
tions in achieving the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families 
Act of 1997. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITION OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
COURT.—In this section, the term ‘abuse and 
neglect court’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 3(a) of the Strengthening 
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999. 

‘‘(h) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in 
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for 
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fiscal year 2000 $10,000,000 for the purpose of 
making grants under this section.’’. 
SEC. 6. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 474(a)(3) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is 
amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D), 
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), re-
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B), the 
following: 

‘‘(C) 75 percent of so much of such expendi-
tures as are for the training (including cross-
training with personnel employed by, or 
under contract with, the State or local agen-
cy administering the plan in the political 
subdivision, training on topics relevant to 
the legal representation of clients in pro-
ceedings conducted by or under the super-
vision of an abuse and neglect court (as de-
fined in section 3(a) of the Strengthening 
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999), and 
training on related topics such as child de-
velopment and the importance of developing 
a trusting relationship with a child) of 
judges, judicial personnel, law enforcement 
personnel, agency attorneys (as defined in 
section 3(b) of such Act), attorneys rep-
resenting parents in proceedings conducted 
by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and 
neglect court (as so defined), attorneys rep-
resenting children in such proceedings, 
guardians ad litem, and volunteers who par-
ticipate in court-appointed special advocate 
(CASA) programs, to the extent such train-
ing is related to provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–89; 111 Stat. 
2115), provided that any such training that is 
offered to judges or other judicial personnel 
shall be offered by, or under contract with, 
the State or local agency in collaboration 
with the judicial conference or other appro-
priate judicial governing body operating in 
the State,’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 473(a)(6)(B) of such Act (42 

U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) is amended by striking 
‘‘474(a)(3)(E)’’ and inserting ‘‘474(a)(3)(F)’’. 

(2) Section 474(a)(3)(D) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(D)) (as redesignated by para-
graph (1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (C)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph 
(D)’’. 

(3) Section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
674(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection 
(a)(3)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(3)(D)’’. 
SEC. 7. STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY ATTOR-

NEYS. 
Section 471(a) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 671(a)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(24) provides that, not later than January 

1, 2001, the State shall develop and encourage 
the implementation of guidelines for all 
agency attorneys (as defined in section 3(b) 
of the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect 
Courts Act of 1999), including legal education 
requirements for such attorneys regarding 
the handling of abuse, neglect, and depend-
ency proceedings.’’. 
SEC. 8. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD 

ABUSE, NEGLECT, AND DEPEND-
ENCY MATTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, in coordination with 
the Attorney General, shall provide the tech-
nical assistance, training, and evaluations 

authorized under this section through 
grants, contracts, or cooperative arrange-
ments with other entities, including univer-
sities, and national, State, and local organi-
zations. The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services and the Attorney General should 
ensure that entities that have not had a pre-
vious contractual relationship with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, the 
Department of Justice, or another Federal 
agency can compete for grants for technical 
assistance, training, and evaluations. 

(b) PURPOSE.—Technical assistance shall be 
provided under this section for the purpose 
of supporting and assisting State and local 
courts that handle child abuse, neglect, and 
dependency matters to effectively carry out 
new responsibilities enacted as part of the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Pub-
lic Law 105–89; 111 Stat. 2115) and to speed 
the process of adoption of children and legal 
finalization of permanent families for chil-
dren in foster care by improving practices of 
the courts involved in that process. 

(c) ACTIVITIES.—Technical assistance con-
sistent with the purpose described in sub-
section (b) may be provided under this sec-
tion through the following: 

(1) The dissemination of information, ex-
isting and effective models, and technical as-
sistance to State and local courts that re-
ceive grants under section 4 concerning the 
automated data collection and case-tracking 
systems and outcome measures required 
under that section. 

(2) The provision of specialized training on 
child development that is appropriate for 
judges, referees, nonjudicial decision-mak-
ers, administrative, and other court-related 
personnel, and for agency attorneys, attor-
neys representing children, guardians ad 
litem, volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) pro-
grams, or parents. 

(3) The provision of assistance and dissemi-
nation of information about best practices of 
abuse and neglect courts for effective case 
management strategies and techniques, in-
cluding automated data collection and case-
tracking systems, assessments of caseload 
and staffing levels, management of court 
dockets, timely decision-making at all 
stages of a proceeding conducted by, or 
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, and the development of stream-
lined case flow procedures, case management 
models, early case resolution programs, 
mechanisms for monitoring compliance with 
the terms of court orders, models for rep-
resentation of children, automated inter-
agency interfaces between data bases, and 
court rules that facilitate timely case proc-
essing. 

(4) The development and dissemination of 
training models for judges, attorneys rep-
resenting children, agency attorneys, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers who partici-
pate in court-appointed special advocate 
(CASA) programs. 

(5) The development of standards of prac-
tice for agency attorneys, attorneys rep-
resenting children, guardians ad litem, vol-
unteers who participate in court-appointed 
special advocate (CASA) programs, and par-
ents in such proceedings. 

(d) TRAINING REQUIREMENT.—Any training 
offered in accordance with this section to 
judges or other judicial personnel shall be of-
fered in collaboration with the judicial con-
ference or other appropriate judicial gov-
erning body operating with respect to the 
State in which the training is offered. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to carry out this section 

$5,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004. 
SEC. 9. GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-

POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATE PRO-
GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS. 

(a) GRANTS TO EXPAND CASA PROGRAMS IN 
UNDERSERVED AREAS.—The Administrator of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention of the Department of Jus-
tice shall make a grant to the National 
Court-Appointed Special Advocate Associa-
tion for the purposes of—

(1) expanding the recruitment of, and 
building the capacity of, court-appointed 
special advocate programs located in the 15 
largest urban areas; 

(2) developing regional, multijurisdictional 
court-appointed special advocate programs 
serving rural areas; and 

(3) providing training and supervision of 
volunteers in court-appointed special advo-
cate programs. 

(b) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPEND-
ITURES.—Not more than 5 percent of the 
grant made under this subsection may be 
used for administrative expenditures. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF URBAN AND RURAL 
AREAS.—For purposes of administering the 
grant authorized under this subsection, the 
Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-
partment of Justice shall determine whether 
an area is one of the 15 largest urban areas 
or a rural area in accordance with the prac-
tices of, and statistical information com-
piled by, the Bureau of the Census. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
make the grant authorized under this sec-
tion, $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join Mr. DEWINE in his in-
troduction of the Strengthening Abuse 
and Neglect Courts Act. I would like to 
thank Mr. DEWINE for his leadership on 
behalf of vulnerable children, including 
our bipartisan work on this legislation. 
Work on this legislation is based on the 
bipartisan work of the Senate coalition 
that supported the 1997 Adoption and 
Safe Families Act. 

A unique bipartisan coalition formed 
in 1997 worked hard to forge consensus 
on the Adoption and Safe Families Act 
of 1997. This law, for the first time 
ever, establishes that a child’s health 
and safety must be paramount when 
any decisions are made regarding chil-
dren in the abuse and neglect system. 
The law was the most sweeping and 
comprehensive piece of child welfare 
legislation passed in over a decade. It 
promotes safety, stability and perma-
nence for all abused and neglected chil-
dren and requires timely decision-mak-
ing in all proceedings to determine 
whether children can safely return 
home, or whether they should be 
moved to permanent, adoptive homes. 
More specifically, the law requires a 
State to move to terminate the paren-
tal rights of any parent whose child 
has been in foster care for 15 out of the 
last 22 months. 

Throughout the process of developing 
the Adoption Act we heard about the 
vital role the Nation’s abuse and ne-
glect courts play in achieving the goals 
of safety and permanence for children. 
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We also heard that these courts were 
seriously overburdened and challenged 
by insufficient resources. Now, nearly a 
year and a half after the passage of the 
law, courts are struggling to meet the 
guidelines. Judges and child welfare 
professionals in my state of West Vir-
ginia tell me that the law is helping 
move children through the system 
more quickly, that the accelerated 
timelines are, indeed, essential for the 
protection of children, and that the ef-
fect of this is that the courts are be-
coming even more overburdened. We 
are hearing this same type of feedback 
from other judges and child advocates 
around the country. 

These courts—and the judges, law-
yers and other court personnel—make 
some of the most difficult and impor-
tant decisions made by any members of 
the judiciary. Adjudications of abuse 
and neglect, terminations of parental 
rights, approval of adoptions, and life-
changing determinations require the 
appropriate level of information, 
thoughtfulness and care. Judges 
throughout the country, like West Vir-
ginia’s Chief Justice Margaret Work-
man, are committed to the fair and ef-
ficient administration of justice in 
these cases. In 1987, just over 2 million 
children, nationally, were reported or 
neglected. By 1997, this number had 
swelled to well over 3 million children. 
During this period, my own state of 
West Virginia experienced a 100% in-
crease in child abuse cases. These stag-
gering increases in child abuse have 
placed an unconscionable burden on 
these courts. 

Working within their own commu-
nities, judges, attorneys, volunteers 
from the Court Appointed Special Ad-
vocates (CASA) programs and others 
have found creative and effective new 
ways to eliminate their caseload back-
logs and move children more effi-
ciently and safely through the court 
system. In West Virginia, Judge Work-
man and others have developed a com-
prehensive plan to increase the ac-
countability and efficient administra-
tion of abuse and neglect cases. In 
Cincinatti, Ohio, Judge Grossman’s 
abuse and neglect courts have imple-
mented state-of-the-art computer 
tracking systems which help them 
smooth the legal paths of children in 
foster care. 

Even when courts have the dedica-
tion and initiative to implement these 
innovative reforms, they simply cannot 
do it without sufficient resources. The 
purpose of the Strengthening Abuse 
and Neglect Courts Act is to help re-
move the burdens on an ever greater 
number of courts by increasing both 
their efficiency and their effectiveness. 
The bill provides much needed re-
sources and allows state and local com-
munities the flexibility to develop 
their own solutions to administrative 
problems and caseload backlogs. In 
January of this year, the General Ac-

counting Office released a report con-
ducted at the request of Ways and 
Means Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources Chairman SHAW, which con-
cluded that there are three essential 
ingredients for successful court reform, 
all of which are incorporated in this 
Act. There are four ways this bill will 
help abuse and neglect courts better 
serve children and families. 

The bill first provides a program of 
grants to states and local courts for 
the implementation of computerized 
case-tracking systems, similar to the 
one Judge Grossman created in Ohio. 
Through the establishment of such sys-
tems, courts are able to more easily 
track how long a child spends in foster 
care and the status of their cases. 
When courts have such ‘‘user-friendly’’ 
access to vital case information chil-
dren truly benefit—they move more 
quickly through foster care and on to 
adoptive homes or other permanent 
placements. This grant program will 
enable state and local courts to design 
similar computer systems, to replicate 
models that have proven successful in 
other jurisdictions and to receive tech-
nical assistance as they implement 
their new programs. 

A second important provision of the 
bill is the grant program that provides 
State and local courts the resources 
they need to eliminate the backlog of 
abuse and neglect cases. Throughout 
the discussions on the Adoption and 
Safe Families Act, we heard from doz-
ens of judges and advocates who said 
that far and away the biggest problem 
facing their courts was the over-
whelming backlog of these cases. With-
out creative ways to eliminate these 
backlogs, and with the tightened time-
frames we created with the new law, 
the judges emphasized that children’s 
cases will simply not move through the 
court system in a timely manner. Each 
court may have their own effective ap-
proach to eliminating such backlogs. 
For some, hiring additional staff may 
be necessary. For others, creating a 
‘‘Night Court’’ or ‘‘Saturday Court’’ to 
hear these cases would work. Still oth-
ers may need to restructure duties of 
court personnel. This bill will provide 
grants to those court projects that are 
designed to result in the effective and 
rapid elimination of current backlogs 
to smooth the way for more efficient 
courts in the future. 

The Strengthening Abuse and Ne-
glect Courts Act also recognizes that 
judges, attorneys, court personnel, law 
enforcement representatives, guard-
ians-ad-litem and all others who par-
ticipate in abuse and neglect pro-
ceedings can benefit from continuing 
education opportunities, improved 
training and the development of mod-
els for effective practice in these set-
tings. The Act, therefore, extends fed-
eral reimbursement for training that is 
currently provided to agency case-
workers to judges, attorneys and key 

court personnel who must make deci-
sion effecting the lives and future of 
vulnerable children. In addition to this 
basic, necessary training for court per-
sonnel, we hope it will also foster be-
tween cooperation between child wel-
fare agencies and court personnel that 
is imperative to make system work to 
ensure the health and safety of chil-
dren. 

Finally, the bill provides for an ex-
pansion of the successful CASA—Court 
Appointed Special Advocates—volun-
teer program. This superb volunteer 
program has demonstrated its ability 
to improve outcomes for abused and 
neglected children. CASA are volun-
teers specially trained to speak for the 
best interests of children who have 
been abused or neglected. There are 
over 710 CASA programs nationwide, 
whose volunteers represented nearly 
200,000 children last year alone. Re-
cently, the Department of Justice rec-
ognized CASA as an ‘‘Exemplary Pro-
gram’’. CASA has been operating in 
West Virginia since 1991 with programs 
currently serving children in 13 of our 
counties. Of course, there is more work 
to be done so that children in all 55 
West Virginia counties, and all under-
served areas throughout the country 
can benefit from the services of these 
trained and dedicated volunteers. In 
fact, despite CASA’s phenomenal vol-
unteer commitment and national 
praise by courts, and community lead-
ers, 70% of the children in foster care 
are still without CASA representation. 
This bill will begin to address this gap 
by providing a $5 million grant to ex-
pand its programs into under-served 
areas and to improve its ability to re-
cruit, train and supervise volunteers. 

When we talk about how to help 
abused and neglected children in this 
country, our abuse and neglect courts 
are too often left out of the discussion. 
With the numbers of abused and ne-
glected children rising dramatically—
in West Virginia alone child abuse re-
ports have doubled—from 13,000 in 1986 
to over 26,000 in 1996—we need to in-
clude every system in our efforts to 
make a difference. The courts play a 
crucial role and I am confident that 
the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect 
Courts Act will be a valuable step in 
making our courts stronger, more effi-
cient and more able to effectively ad-
dress the needs of our Nation’s most 
vulnerable children. I ask that my col-
leagues join us in this important effort. 

I ask that a fact sheet about the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows:
FACT SHEET—STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND 

NEGLECT ACT OF 1999

A bill to improve the administrative effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the Nation’s 
abuse and neglect courts and the quality and 
availability of training for judges, attorneys, 
and volunteers working in such courts, and 
for other purposes consistent with the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act of 1997. 
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SECTION 1, 3, & 3: TITLE, FINDINGS, AND 

DEFINITIONS 
The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect 

Courts Act of 1999 
SECTION 4: GRANTS TO COURTS FOR COMPUTER 

AUTOMATION AND CASE TRACKING SYSTEMS 
A program to provide competitive state 

and local grants to abuse and neglect courts 
to create computerized case tracking sys-
tems, and to encourage the replication and 
implementation of successful systems in 
other court systems. Grant will be awarded 
based on eligibility criteria designed to en-
courage applications from both state and 
local courts, and a balance of urban and 
rural courts. Guidelines will also ensure that 
successful models can be disseminated to 
other courts. Applicants will need to include 
evaluation plans as part of the grant request. 

Grant program is $10 million, with a 25% 
state matching requirement, but a hardship 
exemption. 

SECTION 5: GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF 
ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES 

A program to provide grants to court sys-
tems to reduce pending backlogs of abuse 
and neglect cases so that courts are able to 
comply with the time frames established in 
the Adoption and Safe Families Act. Com-
petitive grants will be awarded to court sys-
tems to reduce backlogs by using night court 
sessions, hiring additional personnel to man-
age reduce caseloads, or other innovative 
strategies. 

Grant program is $10 million, and courts 
can use funding for up to 3 years. 

SECTION 6: TRAINING FOR JUDGES AND COURT 
PERSONNEL 

A provision to allow judges, attorneys, and 
court personnel to qualify for training under 
Title IV–E’s existing training provisions, 
which is a federal-state matching program 
set at 75%–25%. 

CBO to score provision. 
SECTION 7: STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY 

ATTORNEYS 
States shall develop and encourage by Jan-

uary 1, 2001, basic guidelines for education 
and training needed to handle abuse and ne-
glect cases within the state and local court 
systems. 

SECTION 8: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD 
ABUSE, NEGLECT AND DEPENDENCY MATTERS 
A program for competitive grants, admin-

istered by HHS in coordination with the At-
torney General, to provide technical assist-
ance to state and local courts to carry out 
their new responsibilities, including efforts 
to speed the process of adoption of children. 

Technical assistance will be $5 million for 
each year, from 2000 to 2004, for a five year 
total of $25 million. 
SECTION 9: GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-

POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATES (CASA) PRO-
GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS 
A special grant program to expand the 

well-respected CASA program to the most 
needy areas, including the 15 largest urban 
areas and regional programs for rural areas. 

A single start up grant of $5 million in 2000. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 709. A bill to amend the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 
1974 to establish and sustain viable 
rural and remote communities, and to 
provide affordable housing and commu-
nity development assistance to rural 
areas with excessively high rates of 

outmigration and low per capita in-
come levels; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 
THE RURAL AND REMOTE COMMUNITY FAIRNESS 

ACT 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 

today I rise to introduce the Rural and 
Remote Community Fairness Act. This 
Act will lead to a brighter future for 
rural and remote communities by es-
tablishing three new programs that 
will address the unique economic and 
environmental challenges faced by 
small communities in rural and remote 
areas across this country. I am pleased 
that this legislation is co-sponsored by 
the Minority Leader, Senator DASCHLE. 

The bill authorizes up to $100 million 
a year in grant aid from 2000 through 
2006 for any communities across the 
nation with populations of less than 
10,000 which face electric rates in ex-
cess of 150 percent of the national aver-
age retail price. The money can go for 
electricity system improvements, en-
ergy efficiency and weatherization ef-
forts, water and sanitation improve-
ments or work to solve leaking fuel 
storage tanks. 

The bill also amends the Rural Elec-
trification Act to authorize Rural and 
Remote Electrification Grants of an 
additional $20 million a year to the 
same communities. The grants can be 
used to increase energy efficiency, 
lower electricity rates or provide for 
the modernization of electric facilities. 

The bill also establishes a new pro-
gram providing rural recovery commu-
nity development block grants. This 
will provide for the development and 
maintenance of viable rural areas 
through the provision of affordable 
housing and community development 
assistance for rural areas with exces-
sively high rates of outmigration and 
low per capita income levels. 

This nation has well-established pro-
grams for community development 
grants. The majority of these programs 
were established to help resolve the 
very real problems found in this Na-
tion’s urban areas. However, our most 
rural and remote communities experi-
ence different, but equally real, prob-
lems that are not addressed by existing 
law. Not only are these communities 
generally ineligible for the existing 
programs, their unique challenges, 
while sometimes similar to those expe-
rienced by urban areas, require a dif-
ferent focus and approach. 

The biggest single economic problem 
facing small communities is the ex-
pense of establishing a modern infra-
structure. These costs, which are al-
ways substantial, are exacerbated in 
remote and rural areas. The existence 
of this infrastructure, including effi-
cient housing, electricity, bulk fuel 
storage, waste water and water service, 
is a necessity for the health and wel-
fare of our children, the development 
of a prosperous economy and mini-
mizing environmental problems. 

There is a real cost in human misery 
and to the health and welfare of every-
one, especially our children and our el-
derly from poor or polluted water or 
bad housing or an inefficient power 
system. Hepatitis B infections in rural 
Alaska are five times more common 
than in urban Alaska. We just have to 
do better if we are to bring our rural 
communities into the 21st Century. 

The experience of many of Alaskans 
is a perfect example. Most small com-
munities or villages in Alaska are not 
interconnected to an electricity grid, 
and rely upon diesel generators for 
their electricity. Often, the fuel can 
only be delivered by barge or airplane, 
and is stored in tanks. These tanks are 
expensive to maintain, and in many 
cases, must be completely replaced to 
prevent leakage of fuel into the envi-
ronment. While the economic and envi-
ronmental savings clearly justify the 
construction of new facilities, these 
communities simply don’t have the 
ability to raise enough capital to make 
the necessary investments. 

As a result, these communities are 
forced to bear an oppressive economic 
and environmental burden that can be 
eased with a relatively small invest-
ment on the part of the Federal gov-
ernment. I can give you some exam-
ples: in Manley Hot Springs, Alaska, 
the citizens pay almost 70 cents per 
kilowatt hour for electricity. In 
Igiugig, Kokhanok, Akiachak Native 
Community, and Middle Kuskokwim, 
consumers all pay over 50 cents per kil-
owatt hour for electricity. The na-
tional average is around 7 cents per 
kilowatt hour. 

Further, in Alaska, for example, 
many rural villages still lack modern 
water and sewer sanitation systems 
taken for granted in all other areas of 
America. According to a Federal Field 
Working Group, 190 of the state’s vil-
lages have ‘‘unsafe’’ sanitation sys-
tems, 135 villages still using ‘‘honey 
buckets’’ for waste disposal. Only 31 
villages have a fully safe, piped water 
system; 71 villages having only one 
central watering source. 

These are not only an Alaskan prob-
lem. The highest electricity rates in 
America are paid by a small commu-
nity in Missouri, and communities in 
Maine, as well as islands in Rhode Is-
land and New York will likely qualify 
for this program. Providing safe drink-
ing water and adequate waste treat-
ment facilities is a problem for very 
small communities all across this land. 

What will this Act do to address 
these problems? First, the Act author-
izes $100 million per year for the years 
2000–2006 for block grants to commu-
nities of under 10,000 inhabitants who 
pay more than 150% of the national av-
erage retail price for electricity. 

The grants will be allocated by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment among eligible communities 
proportionate to cost of electricity in 
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the community, as compared to the na-
tional average. The communities may 
use the grants only for the following 
eligible activities:

Low-cost weatherization of homes and 
other buildings; 

Construction and repair of electrical gen-
eration, transmission, distribution, and re-
lated facilities; 

Construction, remediation and repair of 
bulk fuel storage facilities; 

Facilities and training to reduce costs of 
maintaining and operating electrical genera-
tion, distribution, transmission, and related 
facilities; 

Professional management and mainte-
nance for electrical generation, distribution 
and transmission, and related facilities; 

Investigation of the feasibility of alternate 
energy services; 

Construction, operation, maintenance and 
repair of water and waste water services; 

Acquisition and disposition of real prop-
erty for eligible activities and facilities; and 

Development of an implementation plan, 
including administrative costs for eligible 
activities and facilities.

In addition this bill will amend the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to au-
thorize Rural and Remote Electrifica-
tion Grants for $20 million per year for 
years 2000–2006 for grants to qualified 
borrowers under the Act that are in 
rural and remote communities who pay 
more than 150% of the national average 
retail price for electricity. These 
grants can be used to increase energy 
efficiency, lower electricity rates, or 
provide or modernize electric facilities. 

This Act makes a significant step to-
ward resolving the critical social, eco-
nomic and environmental problems 
faced by our Nation’s rural and remote 
communities. I encourage my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

For the information of the Senate 
and the public, the bill can also be ob-
tained from the Internet at: http://
thomas.loc.gov. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 709
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States in Congress as-
sembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rural and 
Remote Community Fairness Act.’’
TITLE I—RURAL AND REMOTE COMMU-

NITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 
The Housing and Community Development 

Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–383) is amended by 
inserting at the end the following new title: 
‘‘TITLE IX—RURAL AND REMOTE COM-

MUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 
GRANTS 

‘‘FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
‘‘SEC. 901. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress 

finds and declares that—
‘‘(1) a modern infrastructure, including ef-

ficient housing, electricity, bulk fuel, waste 
water and water service, is a necessary in-
gredient of a modern society and develop-
ment of a prosperous economy with minimal 
environmental impacts; 

‘‘(2) the Nation’s rural and remote commu-
nities face critical social, economic and envi-
ronmental problems, arising in significant 
measure from the high cost of infrastructure 
development in sparsely populated and re-
mote areas, that are not adequately ad-
dressed by existing Federal assistance pro-
grams; 

‘‘(3) in the past, Federal assistance has 
been instrumental in establishing electric 
and other utility service in many developing 
regions of the Nation, and that Federal as-
sistance continues to be appropriate to en-
sure that electric and other utility systems 
in rural areas conform with modern stand-
ards of safety, reliability, efficiency and en-
vironmental protection; and 

‘‘(4) the future welfare of the Nation and 
the well-being of its citizens depend on the 
establishment and maintenance of viable 
rural and remote communities as social, eco-
nomic and political entities. 

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
the development and maintenance of viable 
rural and remote communities through the 
provision of efficient housing, and reason-
ably priced and environmentally sound en-
ergy, water, waste water, and bulk fuel and 
utility services to those communities that 
do not have those services or who currently 
bear costs for those services that are signifi-
cantly above the national average. 

‘‘DEFINITIONS 
‘‘SEC. 902. As used in this title: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘unit of general local govern-

ment’ means any city, county, town, town-
ship, parish, village, borough (organized or 
unorganized) or other general purpose polit-
ical subdivision of a State, Guam, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
Puerto Rico, the Republic of the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
the Republic of Palau, the Virgin Islands, 
and American Samoa; a combination of such 
political subdivisions that is recognized by 
the Secretary; and the District of Columbia; 
or any other appropriate organization of citi-
zens of a rural and remote community that 
the Secretary may identify. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘population’ means total 
resident population based on data compiled 
by the United States Bureau of the Census 
and referable to the same point or period in 
time. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘Native American group’ 
means any Indian tribe, band group, and na-
tion, including Alaska Indians, Aleuts, and 
Eskimos, and any Alaskan Native Village, of 
the United States, which is considered an eli-
gible recipient under the Indian Self Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act 
(Public Law 93–638) or was considered an eli-
gible recipient under chapter 67 of title 31, 
United States Code, prior to the repeal of 
such chapter. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘rural and remote commu-
nity’ means a unit of local general govern-
ment or Native American group which rep-
resents or contains a population not in ex-
cess of 10,000 permanent inhabitants, and 
that has an average retail cost per kilowatt 
hour of electricity that is equal to or greater 
than 150 percent of the average retail cost 
per kilowatt hour of electricity for all con-
sumers in the United States, as determined 
by data provided by the Department of Ener-
gy’s Energy Information Administration. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘alternative energy sources’ 
include non-traditional means of providing 
electrical energy, including, but not limited 
to, wind, solar, biomass, geothermal and 
tidal power. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘average retail cost per kilo-
watt hour of electricity’ has the same mean-
ing as ‘average revenue per kilowatthour of 
electricity’ as defined by the Energy Infor-
mation Administration. 

‘‘AUTHORIZATIONS 
‘‘SEC. 903. The Secretary is authorized to 

make grants to rural and remote commu-
nities to carry out activities in accordance 
with the provisions of this title. For pur-
poses of assistance under section 906, there 
are authorized to be appropriated $100,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2000 through 2006. 

‘‘STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES AND REVIEW 
‘‘SEC. 904. (a) Prior to the receipt in any 

fiscal year of a grant under section 906 by 
any rural and remote community, the grant-
ee shall have prepared and submitted to the 
Secretary a final statement of rural and re-
mote community development objectives 
and projected use of funds. 

‘‘(b) In order to permit public examination 
and appraisal of such statements, to enhance 
the public accountability of grantees, and to 
facilitate coordination of activities with dif-
ferent levels of government, the grantee 
shall in a timely manner—

‘‘(1) furnish citizens information con-
cerning the amount of funds available for 
rural and remote community development 
activities and the range of activities that 
may be undertaken; 

‘‘(2) publish a proposed statement in such 
manner to afford affected citizens an oppor-
tunity to examine its content and to submit 
comments on the proposed statement and on 
the community development performance of 
the grantee; 

‘‘(3) provide citizens with reasonable access 
to records regarding the past use of funds re-
ceived under section 906 by the grantee; and 

‘‘(4) provide citizens with reasonable notice 
of, and opportunity to comment on, any sub-
stantial change proposed to be made in the 
use of funds received under section 906 from 
one eligible activity to another.
The final statement shall be made available 
to the public, and a copy shall be furnished 
to the Secretary. Any final statement of ac-
tivities may be modified or amended from 
time to time by the grantee in accordance 
with the same procedures required in this 
paragraph for the preparation and submis-
sion of such statement. 

‘‘(c) Each grantee shall submit to the Sec-
retary, at a time determined by the Sec-
retary, a performance and evaluation report, 
concerning the use of funds made available 
under section 906, together with an assess-
ment by the grantee of the relationship of 
such use to the objectives identified in the 
grantee’s statement under subsection (a) and 
to the requirements of subsection (b). The 
grantee’s report shall indicate its pro-
grammatic accomplishments, the nature of 
and reasons for any changes in the grantee’s 
program objectives, and indications of how 
the grantee would change its programs as a 
result of its experiences. 

‘‘(d) Any rural and remote community may 
retain any program income that is realized 
from any grant made by the Secretary under 
section 906 if (1) such income was realized 
after the initial disbursement of the funds 
received by such unit of general local gov-
ernment under such section; and (2) such 
unit of general local government has agreed 
that it will utilize the program income for 
eligible rural and remote community devel-
opment activities in accordance with the 
provisions of this title; except that the Sec-
retary may, by regulation, exclude from con-
sideration as program income any amounts 
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determined to be so small that compliance 
with this subsection creates an unreasonable 
administrative burden on the rural and re-
mote community. 

‘‘ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES 

‘‘SEC. 905. (a) Eligible activities assisted 
under title may include only—

‘‘(1) the provision of assistance, including 
loans, grants, and services, for low-cost 
weatherization and other cost-effective en-
ergy-related repair of homes and other build-
ings; 

‘‘(2) the acquisition, construction, repair, 
reconstruction, or installation of reliable 
and cost-efficient facilities for the genera-
tion, transmission or distribution of elec-
tricity for consumption in a rural and re-
mote community or communities; 

‘‘(3) the acquisition, construction, repair, 
reconstruction, remediation or installation 
of facilities for the safe storage and efficient 
management of bulk fuel by rural and re-
mote communities, and facilities for the dis-
tribution of such fuel to consumers in a rural 
and remote community or communities; 

‘‘(4) facilities and training to reduce costs 
of maintaining and operating generation, 
distribution or transmission systems to a 
rural and remote community or commu-
nities; 

‘‘(5) the institution of professional manage-
ment and maintenance services for elec-
tricity generation, transmission or distribu-
tion to a rural and remote community or 
communities; 

‘‘(6) the investigation of the feasibility of 
alternate energy sources for a rural and re-
mote community or communities; 

‘‘(7) acquisition, construction, repair, re-
construction, operation, maintenance, or in-
stallation of facilities for water or waste 
water service; 

‘‘(8) the acquisition or disposition of real 
property (including air rights, water rights, 
and other interest therein) for eligible rural 
and remote community development activi-
ties; and 

‘‘(9) activities necessary to develop and im-
plement a comprehensive rural and remote 
development plan, including payment of rea-
sonable administrative costs related to plan-
ning and execution of rural and remote com-
munity development activities. 

‘‘(b) Eligible activities may be undertaken 
either directly by the rural and remote com-
munity, or by the rural and remote commu-
nity through local electric utilities. 

‘‘ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 

‘‘SEC. 906. For each fiscal year, of the 
amount approved in an appropriation Act 
under section 903 for grants in any year, the 
Secretary shall distribute to each rural and 
remote community which has filed a final 
statement of rural and remote community 
development objectives and projected use of 
funds under section 904, an amount which 
shall be allocated among the rural and re-
mote communities that filed a final state-
ment of rural and remote community devel-
opment objectives and projected use of funds 
under section 904 proportionate to the per-
centage that the average retail cost per kilo-
watt hour of electricity for all classes of con-
sumers in the rural and remote community 
exceeds the national average retail cost per 
kilowatt hour for electricity for all con-
sumers in the United States, as determined 
by data provided by the Department of Ener-
gy’s Energy Information Administration. In 
allocating funds under this section, the Sec-
retary shall give special consideration to 
those rural and remote communities that in-
crease economies of scale through consolida-

tion of services, affiliation and regionaliza-
tion of eligible activities under this title. 

‘‘REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 
‘‘SEC. 907. The provisions of section 111 of 

the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 shall apply to assistance distrib-
uted under this title.’’. 

TITLE II—RURAL AND REMOTE 
COMMUNITY ELECTRIFICATION GRANTS 

After section 313(b) of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, add the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(c) RURAL AND REMOTE COMMUNITY ELEC-
TRIFICATION GRANTS.—The Secretary is au-
thorized to provide grants to eligible bor-
rowers under this Act for the purpose of in-
creasing energy efficiency, lowering or stabi-
lizing electric rates to end users, or pro-
viding or modernizing electric facilities in 
rural and remote communities that have an 
average retail cost per kilowatt hour of elec-
tricity that is equal to or greater than 150 
percent of the average retail cost per kilo-
watt hour of electricity for all consumers in 
the United States, as determined by data 
provided by the Department of Energy’s En-
ergy Information Administration. 

‘‘(d) For purposes of subsection (c), there is 
authorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2000–2006.’’.
TITLE III—RURAL RECOVERY COMMU-

NITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 
The Housing and Community Development 

Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 123. RURAL RECOVERY COMMUNITY DE-

VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS. 
‘‘(a) FINDINGS; PURPOSE.—
‘‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
‘‘(A) a modern infrastructure, including af-

fordable housing, wastewater and water serv-
ice, and advanced technology capabilities is 
a necessary ingredient of a modern society 
and development of a prosperous economy 
with minimal environmental impacts; 

‘‘(B) the Nation’s rural areas face critical 
social, economic, and environmental prob-
lems, arising in significant measure from the 
growing cost of infrastructure development 
in rural areas that suffer from low per capita 
income and high rates of outmigration and 
are not adequately addressed by existing 
Federal assistance programs; and 

‘‘(C) the future welfare of the Nation and 
the well-being of its citizens depend on the 
establishment and maintenance of viable 
rural areas as social, economic, and political 
entities. 

‘‘(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide for the development and main-
tenance of viable rural areas through the 
provision of affordable housing and commu-
nity development assistance to eligible units 
of general local government and eligible Na-
tive American groups in rural areas with ex-
cessively high rates of outmigration and low 
per capita income levels. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOV-

ERNMENT.—The term ‘eligible unit of general 
local government’ means a unit of general 
local government that is the governing body 
of a rural recovery area. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘eli-
gible Indian tribe’ means the governing body 
of an Indian tribe that is located in a rural 
recovery area. 

‘‘(3) GRANTEE.—The term ‘grantee’ means 
an eligible unit of general local government 
or eligible Indian tribe that receives a grant 
under this section. 

‘‘(4) NATIVE AMERICAN GROUP.—The term 
‘Native American group’ means any Indian 

tribe, band, group, and nation, including 
Alaska Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos, and 
any Alaskan Native Village, of the United 
States, which is considered an eligible recipi-
ent under the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (Public Law 93–
638) or was considered an eligible recipient 
under chapter 67 of title 31, United States 
Code, prior to the repeal of such chapter. 

‘‘(5) RURAL RECOVERY AREA.—The term 
‘rural recovery area’ means any geographic 
area represented by a unit of general local 
government or a native American group—

‘‘(A) the borders of which are not adjacent 
to a metropolitan area; 

‘‘(B) in which—
‘‘(i) the population outmigration level 

equals or exceeds 1 percent over the most re-
cent five year period, as determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and, 

‘‘(ii) the per capita income is less than that 
of the national nonmetropolitan average; 
and 

‘‘(C) that does not include a city with a 
population or more than 15,000. 

‘‘(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘unit of gen-

eral local government’ means any city, coun-
ty, town, township, parish, village, borough 
(organized or unorganized), or other general 
purpose political subdivision of a State; 
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and American 
Samoa, or a general purpose political sub-
division thereof; a combination of such polit-
ical subdivisions that, except as provided in 
section 106(d)(4), is recognized by the Sec-
retary; the District of Columbia; and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

‘‘(B) OTHER ENTITIES INCLUDED.—The term 
also includes a State or a local public body 
or agency (as defined in section 711 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970), 
community association, or other entity, that 
is approved by the Secretary for the purpose 
of providing public facilities or services to a 
new community as part of a program meet-
ing the eligibility standards of section 712 of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1970 or title IV of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1968.

‘‘(c) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants in accordance with this 
section to eligible units of general local gov-
ernment Native American groups and eligi-
ble Indian tribes that meet the requirements 
of subsection (d) to carry out eligible activi-
ties described in subsection (f). 

‘‘(d) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) STATEMENT OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT OB-

JECTIVES.—In order to receive a grant under 
this section for a fiscal year, an eligible unit 
of general local government, Native Amer-
ican group or eligible Indian tribe—

‘‘(A) shall—
‘‘(i) publish a proposed statement of rural 

development objectives and a description of 
the proposed eligible activities described in 
subsection (f) for which the grant will be 
used; and 

‘‘(ii) afford residents of the rural recovery 
area served by the eligible unit of general 
local government, Native American groups 
or eligible Indian tribe with an opportunity 
to examine the contents of the proposed 
statement and the proposed eligible activi-
ties published under clause (i), and to submit 
comments to the eligible unit of general 
local government, Native American group or 
eligible Indian tribe, as applicable, on—

‘‘(I) the proposed statement and the pro-
posed eligible activities; and 

‘‘(II) the overall community development 
performance of the eligible unit of general 
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local government, Native American groups 
or eligible Indian tribe, as applicable; and 

‘‘(B) based on any comments received 
under subparagraph (A)(ii), prepare and sub-
mit to the Secretary—

‘‘(i) a final statement of rural development 
objectives; 

‘‘(ii) a description of the eligible activities 
described in subsection (f) for which a grant 
received under this section will be used; and 

‘‘(iii) a certification that the eligible unit 
of general local government, Native Amer-
ican groups or eligible Indian tribe, as appli-
cable, will comply with the requirements of 
paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.—In order 
to enhance public accountability and facili-
tate the coordination of activities among 
different levels of government, an eligible 
unit of general local government, Native 
American groups or eligible Indian tribe that 
receives a grant under this section shall, as 
soon as practicable after such receipt, pro-
vide the residents of the rural recovery area 
served by the eligible unit of general local 
government, Native American groups or eli-
gible Indian tribe, as applicable, with—

‘‘(A) a copy of the final statement sub-
mitted under paragraph (1)(B); 

‘‘(B) information concerning the amount 
made available under this section and the el-
igible activities to be undertaken with that 
amount; 

‘‘(C) reasonable access to records regarding 
the use of any amounts received by the eligi-
ble unit of general local government, Native 
American groups or eligible Indian tribe 
under this section in any preceding fiscal 
year; and 

‘‘(D) reasonable notice of, and opportunity 
to comment on, any substantial change pro-
posed to be made in the use of amounts re-
ceived under this section from 1 eligible ac-
tivity to another. 

‘‘(e) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In each fiscal year, the 

Secretary shall distribute to each eligible 
unit of general local government, Native 
American groups and eligible Indian tribe 
that meets the requirements of subsection 
(d)(1) a grant in an amount described in para-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—Of the total amount made 
available to carry out this section in each 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall distribute to 
each grantee the amount equal to the great-
er of—

‘‘(A) the pro rata share of the grantee, as 
determined by the Secretary, based on the 
combined annual population outmigration 
level (as determined by Secretary of Agri-
culture) and the per capita income for the 
rural recovery area served by the grantee; or 

‘‘(B) $200,000. 
‘‘(f) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Each grantee 

shall use amounts received under this sec-
tion for 1 or more of the following eligible 
activities, which may be undertaken either 
directly by the grantee, or by any local eco-
nomic development corporation, regional 
planning district, non-profit community de-
velopment corporation, or statewide develop-
ment organization authorized by the grant-
ee: 

‘‘(1) The acquisition, construction, repair, 
reconstruction, operation, maintenance, or 
installation of facilities for water and waste-
water service or any other infrastructure 
needs determined to be critical to the fur-
ther development or improvement of a des-
ignated industrial park. 

‘‘(2) The acquisition or disposition of real 
property (including air rights, water rights, 
and other interests therein) for rural com-
munity development activities. 

‘‘(3) The development of telecommuni-
cations infrastructure within a designated 
industrial park that encourages high tech-
nology business development in rural areas 

‘‘(4) Activities necessary to develop and 
implement a comprehensive rural develop-
ment plan, including payment of reasonable 
administrative costs related to planning and 
execution of rural development activities. 

‘‘(5) Affordable housing initiatives. 
‘‘(g) PERFORMANCE AND EVALUATION RE-

PORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each grantee shall annu-

ally submit to the Secretary a performance 
and evaluation report, concerning the use of 
amounts received under this section. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include a descrip-
tion of—

‘‘(i) publish a proposed statement of rural 
development objectives and a description of 
the proposed eligible activities described in 
subsection (f) for which the grant will be 
used; and 

‘‘(A) the eligible activities carried out by 
the grantee with amounts received under 
this section, and the degree to which the 
grantee has achieved the rural development 
objectives included in the final statement 
submitted under subsection (d)(1); 

‘‘(B) the nature of and reasons for any 
change in the rural development objectives 
or the eligible activities of the grantee after 
submission of the final statement under sub-
section (d)(1); and 

‘‘(C) any manner in which the grantee 
would change the rural development objec-
tives of the grantee as a result of the experi-
ence of the grantee in administering 
amounts received under this section. 

‘‘(h) RETENTION OF INCOME.—A grantee may 
retain any income that is realized from the 
grant, if—

‘‘(1) the income was realized after the ini-
tial disbursement of amounts to the grantee 
under this section; and 

‘‘(2) the—
‘‘(A) grantee agrees to utilize the income 

for 1 or more eligible activities; or 
‘‘(B) amount of the income is determined 

by the Secretary to be so small that compli-
ance with subparagraph (A) would create an 
unreasonable administrative burden on the 
grantee. 

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $50,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2006’’. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to help ad-
dress the economic malaise that has 
gripped certain rural and remote areas 
of our country and the problems aris-
ing from the high cost of developing 
and maintaining infrastructure in re-
mote communities. The legislation will 
provide grants to rural communities 
suffering from out-migration and low 
per-capita income and will help ensure 
that remote communities are not un-
fairly penalized by the high cost of 
services, such as water, waste water, 
fuel and utility services. I want to 
thank my colleague from Alaska, Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI, for his work on this 
legislation. His contribution in ad-
dressing these problems is most wel-
come. 

Rural areas of our Nation continue to 
experience vast fluctuations in their 
economic well-being due to their de-

pendence on worldwide agricultural 
markets. The link between global eco-
nomic forces and local economic condi-
tions is nowhere as pronounced as it is 
in rural America. And yet, rural com-
munities are often those least capable 
of weathering the severe periodic 
downturns that occur in global mar-
kets. 

Statistics bear out these fluctuations 
in economic activity, but they fail to 
fully capture the human suffering that 
lies just beyond the numbers. Eco-
nomic downturns lead to the migration 
away from farm-dependent, rural com-
munities, further stifling economic op-
portunities for those left behind. The 
1990 Census highlighted these migra-
tory trends, and I anticipate that simi-
lar trends will be captured by the up-
coming Census, as well. 

In short, the bandwagon of prosperity 
that has carried many Americans along 
through the past decade has left many 
rural areas standing by the wayside. If 
this trend continues, more and more 
young people will be forced to leave the 
towns they grew up in for opportunities 
in urban areas. In towns like Webster, 
Sisseton, and White River, South Da-
kota, we are seeing farm families bro-
ken up, populations decline, and main 
street businesses close their doors. 
While there is no doubt that economic 
growth in our urban areas has bene-
fited our Nation, the disparity of eco-
nomic development between our rural 
and urban areas cannot be ignored. If 
nothing is done to address the eco-
nomic challenges facing these areas, 
we will jeopardize the future of rural 
America. 

That is why Senator MURKOWSKI and 
I are introducing legislation to provide 
the Nation’s rural areas with the re-
sources necessary to make critical in-
vestments in their future and, by doing 
so, to create economic opportunities 
that will help them sustain a valuable 
and important way of life. While Fed-
eral agencies, such as the United 
States Department of Agriculture’s Of-
fice of Rural Development and the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, 
provide assistance for rural develop-
ment purposes, there are no Federal 
programs that provide a steady source 
of funding for rural areas most affected 
by severe out-migration and low per-
capita income. For these areas, the 
process of economic development is 
often most arduous. The Rural and Re-
mote Community Fairness Act of 1999 
will provide the basic, long-term as-
sistance necessary to aid the coordi-
nated efforts of local community lead-
ers as they begin economic recovery ef-
forts to ensure a bright future for rural 
America.

Specifically, the Rural and Remote 
Community Fairness Act of 1999 will 
provide a minimum of $200,000 per year 
to counties and Indian tribes with (1) 
out-migration levels of one percent or 
more over a five-year period, (2) per-
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capita income levels that are below the 
national average, and (3) borders that 
are not adjacent to a metropolitan 
area. This legislation authorizes the 
United States Department of Housing 
and Urban Development to set aside $50 
million in Community Development 
Block Grant funding for this purpose. 
The money, which is already included 
in the agency’s budget, will be allo-
cated on a formula basis to rural coun-
ties and Indian tribes suffering from 
out-migration and low-per capita in-
come levels. 

County and tribal governments will 
be able to use this federal funding to 
improve their industrial parks, pur-
chase land for development, build af-
fordable housing and create economic 
recovery strategies according to their 
needs. All of these important steps will 
help rural communities address their 
economic problems and plan for long-
term growth and development. 

In addition to addressing the prob-
lems of out-migration from low per-
capita income areas, this legislation 
also focuses on the unique problems as-
sociated with those communities lo-
cated in areas with high energy costs. 
Specifically, the legislation sets aside 
$100,000,000 for weatherization efforts, 
the construction of cost-efficient power 
facilities and fuel storage facilities, en-
ergy management programs, water and 
waste water facilities, the acquisition 
or disposition of real property for rural 
and remote development activities, and 
for the implementation of a com-
prehensive rural and remote develop-
ment plan. 

Mr. President, the Rural and Remote 
Community Fairness Act of 1999 holds 
great potential for revitalizing many of 
our nation’s most neglected and vul-
nerable areas. I urge my colleagues to 
support its enactment this Congress. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
CRAIG, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S. 710. A bill to authorize the feasi-
bility study on the preservation of cer-
tain Civil War battlefields along the 
Vicksburg Campaign Trail; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN TRAIL BATTLEFIELDS 
PRESERVATION ACT OF 1999 

Mr. LOTT. Mr, President, on Feb-
ruary 20, 1899, the 56th Congress took 
an important step toward preserving 
one of our nation’s most significant 
historical resources when it established 
the Vicksburg National Military Park. 
The campaign and siege at Vicksburg, 
the ‘‘Gibraltar of the Confederacy,’’ 
was a pivotal moment in American His-
tory. As the gateway to the Mississippi 
River, the region was of vital strategic 
importance to both the South and the 
North. For this reason, the Vicksburg 
engagement is heralded as one of the 
most brilliant offensive campaigns ever 
fought on U.S. soil. 

Every year, the Vicksburg National 
Military Park plays host to over one 
million visitors who are able to take 
advantage of this national historic 
treasure. Like many other National 
Parks, Vicksburg contributes to the 
cultural, recreational, scenic, and eco-
nomic vitality of the region. 

As America celebrates the centennial 
anniversary of the Park’s founding, it 
is important to recognize that a num-
ber of other campaign related sites 
throughout Mississippi, Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, and Tennessee, used by both 
the Union and Confederate Armies dur-
ing the 1862 to 1863 Vicksburg conflict, 
are in desperate need of study, inter-
pretation, management, and protec-
tion. 

These are sites that have been listed 
as historically significant properties on 
both state and national registries. Un-
fortunately, many of these same sites, 
buildings, fortifications, earthworks, 
and other landmarks along the Vicks-
burg Campaign Trail route have been 
identified by the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation as being among 
the 11 most endangered historic places 
in America. The Mississippi Heritage 
Trust, based in Jackson, also named 
the Campaign Trail as one of its high-
est priorities and placed the Vicksburg 
Trail on its list of most threatened his-
toric areas in the state. 

Mr. President, that is why I am in-
troducing legislation today to author-
ize the Park Service to conduct a feasi-
bility study on the Vicksburg Cam-
paign Trail. A study that will identify 
options for preserving some of our na-
tion’s most important Civil War battle-
fields and sites. 

At the outbreak of the American 
Civil War, President Abraham Lincoln 
gathered his ranking civil and military 
leaders to develop a strategy for ending 
the war. While seated around a large 
table examining a map of the nation, 
Lincoln made a wide sweeping gesture 
with his hand, and then placed his fin-
ger on the map at Vicksburg. He said, 
‘‘See what a lot of land these fellows 
hold of which Vicksburg is the key. 
The war can never be brought to a 
close until that key is in our pocket.’’ 

It was a crucial for the Federal gov-
ernment to regain control of the lower 
Mississippi River. The goal was to en-
able troops, supplies and commerce to 
flow unhindered from the Northwest. 
Taking the Gibraltar of the Confed-
eracy would sever vital Southern sup-
ply routes, achieve a major objective of 
the Anaconda Plan, and effectively seal 
the doom of the Confederate capital in 
Richmond. 

Even with Major General Ulysses S. 
Grant leading the charge, Vicksburg 
would prove a tough nut to crack. Its 
powerful Southern batteries were 
trained on the river and an 8 mile-long 
swath of earthworks guarded all land 
based approaches. The reinforced line 
consisted of nine major forts connected 

by trenches and rifle pits manned by a 
garrison of 30,000 troops and 172 mount-
ed guns. These fortifications posed the 
greatest challenge to Union domina-
tion of the Mississippi River. 

The campaign to capture Vicksburg, 
to ‘‘pocket the key’’ to Union victory, 
lasted 18 months and involved more 
than 100,000 soldiers. It was here that 
entire regiments of black soldiers wore 
the uniform of the United States Army 
for only the second time in American 
history. The battle of Vicksburg also 
involved a number of historic naval en-
gagements between Union gunboats 
and Confederate warships. 

After months of frustration and fail-
ure to capture the Confederate bastion, 
General Grant marched his force of 
over 45,000 men down the west side of 
the Mississippi River. With the assist-
ance of the U.S. fleet, Union troops 
crossed the river below Vicksburg and 
swiftly moved deep into Mississippi. 
After five fierce battles, the state cap-
ital of Jackson was taken. The Union 
Army then turned west and marched 
along the rail line towards Vicksburg. 
Lt. Gen. John C. Pemberton led the de-
fense of Vicksburg and held the Rebel 
line for some time. Pemberton refused 
to succumb to unconditional surrender 
even after 47 days of siege. He finally 
relinquished the city on July 4, 1863 
after securing paroles for his resistance 
forces. 

Mr. President, many historians con-
sider the battle of Vicksburg to be the 
most decisive campaign of the Civil 
War. It was also the most complex 
combined operation ever undertaken 
by American armed forces prior to 
World War II. In fact, the Vicksburg 
Campaign is required study at the 
United States Military Academy, the 
Army War College, and the Com-
manding General Staff College. These 
are the men and women who will even-
tually lead our armed forces. Rather 
than just read about the conflict in 
textbooks, troops from military units 
throughout the country ride the battle-
fields to experience first hand the tac-
tics of war. 

At a time when the movie ‘‘Saving 
Private Ryan’’ is recognized for its 
true-to-life depiction of the battlefield 
on Omaha Beach, Normandy, France, 
our nation must continue to reflect on 
the hardships suffered here on our own 
soil. Those suffered by soldiers and ci-
vilians throughout the North and 
South. 

The Vicksburg campaign is truly an 
example of the pathos of war here on 
America’s shores. Brother fought 
against brother on opposite sides of the 
battle lines. In defense of ideals each 
held dear. During the siege, soldiers fed 
off the land while the civilian popu-
lation lived underground to escape the 
constant bombardment of Union guns—
enduring exposure, sickness, and little 
food. It was a military operation where 
tens of thousands of lives were lost. 
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Vicksburg is also an illustration of 

the healing and reunification that fol-
lowed Reconstruction. Union and Con-
federate veterans joined forces to es-
tablish Vicksburg National Military 
Park. We owe these former combatants 
a debt of gratitude for their efforts. 
Not only for their distinguished brav-
ery during the most trying of times, 
but also for the vital legacy they left 
us all. 

Now it is our solemn duty to safe-
guard the memory of those who fought 
so dearly during the many battles that 
occurred to secure Vicksburg by study-
ing the entire campaign trail. For its 
contribution to our understanding of 
the Civil War and for its continued in-
fluence on American history. This 
great contest encompassed a vast geo-
graphical region. Battle related sites 
are scattered throughout Mississippi, 
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee. 
While some landmarks have been lost 
to age and neglect, it is not too late to 
protect the hundreds of remnants asso-
ciated with the campaign that remain 
to tell the story. 

Mr. President, the non-partisan 
measure offered today is also a key. 
The key to protecting our national her-
itage. This bill will begin a much need-
ed process to protect the integrity of 
the many historic venues associated 
with the battle of Vicksburg that still 
exist. Literally hundreds of miles of 
roads, fields, and bayous were covered 
by Yankee and Rebel troops during this 
engagement. To truly understand and 
appreciate this historic conflict, it is 
important to look beyond the confines 
of the Vicksburg National Military 
Park as it exists today. The 106th Con-
gress needs to build upon the legacy 
our forefathers left us by developing a 
comprehensive plan leading to the 
eventual preservation of the many en-
dangered sites along the four state 
campaign trail. This Congress needs to 
authorize this much needed study—the 
second key. President Lincoln got the 
first key over one hundred years ago. 
Now that 136 years have past, the cur-
rent President needs the second key. 

Without Congressional action, histo-
rians, soldiers, re-enactors, and tour-
ists will forever lose direct access to 
the many at-risk landmarks and bat-
tlefields along the Vicksburg campaign 
route that have not yet disappeared. 
Sites, that while inexorably linked by 
time and honor, will simply vanish into 
the wind without the development of 
coordinated and comprehensive preser-
vation strategies. Sites where the true 
experience of history will only be left 
to words. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join with me in support of this non-par-
tisan measure. Let us take this first 
and necessary step to protect our na-
tional heritage for those who have gone 
before us and for those yet to come. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 710
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Vicksburg 
Campaign Trail Battlefields Preservation 
Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) there are situated along the Vicksburg 

Campaign Trail in the States of Mississippi, 
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee the sites 
of several key Civil War battles; 

(2) the battlefields along the Vicksburg 
Campaign Trail are collectively of national 
significance in the history of the Civil War; 
and 

(3) the preservation of those battlefields 
would vitally contribute to the under-
standing of the heritage of the United 
States. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
authorize a feasibility study to determine 
what measures should be taken to preserve 
certain Civil War battlefields along the 
Vicksburg Campaign Trail. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CAMPAIGN TRAIL STATE.—The term 

‘‘Campaign Trail State’’ means each of the 
States of Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas, 
and Tennessee, including political subdivi-
sions of those States. 

(2) CIVIL WAR BATTLEFIELD.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Civil War bat-

tlefield’’ means the land and interests in 
land that is the site of a Civil War battle-
field, including structures on or adjacent to 
the land, as generally depicted on the Map. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Civil War bat-
tlefield’’ includes—

(i) the battlefields at Helena and Arkansas 
Post, Arkansas; 

(ii) Goodrich’s Landing near Transylvania, 
and sites in and around Lake Providence, 
East Carroll Parish, Louisiana; 

(iii) the battlefield at Milliken’s Bend, 
Madison Parish, Louisiana; 

(iv) the route of Grant’s march through 
Louisiana from Milliken’s Bend to Hard 
Times, Madison and Tensas Parishes, Lou-
isiana; 

(v) the Winter Quarters at Tensas Parish, 
Louisiana; 

(vi) Grant’s landing site at Bruinsburg, and 
the route of Grant’s march from Bruinsburg 
to Vicksburg, Claiborne, Hinds, and Warren 
Counties, Mississippi; 

(vii) the battlefield at Port Gibson (includ-
ing Shaifer House, Bethel Church, and the 
ruins of Windsor), Claiborne County, Mis-
sissippi; 

(viii) the battlefield at Grand Gulf, Clai-
borne County, Mississippi; 

(ix) the battlefield at Raymond (including 
Waverly, (the Peyton House)), Hinds County, 
Mississippi; 

(x) the battlefield at Jackson, Hinds Coun-
ty, Mississippi; 

(xi) the Union siege lines around Jackson, 
Hinds County, Mississippi; 

(xii) the battlefield at Champion Hill (in-
cluding Coker House), Hinds County, Mis-
sissippi; 

(xiii) the battlefield at Big Black River 
Bridge, Hinds and Warren Counties, Mis-
sissippi; 

(xiv) the Union fortifications at Haynes 
Bluff, Confederate fortifications at Snyder’s 

Bluff, and remnants of Federal exterior lines, 
Warren County, Mississippi; 

(xv) the battlefield at Chickasaw Bayou, 
Warren County, Mississippi; 

(xvi) Pemberton’s Headquarters at Warren 
County, Mississippi; 

(xvii) the site of actions taken in the Mis-
sissippi Delta and Confederate fortifications 
near Grenada, Grenada County, Mississippi; 

(xviii) the site of the start of Greirson’s 
Raid and other related sites, LaGrange, Ten-
nessee; and 

(xix) any other sites considered appro-
priate by the Secretary. 

(3) MAP.—The term ‘‘Map’’ means the map 
entitled ‘‘Vicksburg Campaign Trail Na-
tional Battlefields’’, numbered lll, and 
dated lll. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Director of the National Park 
Service. 
SEC. 4. FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall complete a feasibility study 
to determine what measures should be taken 
to preserve Civil War battlefields along the 
Vicksburg Campaign Trail. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—In completing the study, 
the Secretary shall—

(1) enter into contracts with entities to use 
advanced technology such as remote sensing, 
river modeling, and flow analysis to deter-
mine which property included in the Civil 
War battlefields should be preserved, re-
stored, managed, maintained, or acquired 
due to the national historical significance of 
the property; 

(2) evaluate options for the establishment 
of a management entity for the Civil War 
battlefields consisting of a unit of govern-
ment or a private nonprofit organization 
that—

(A) administers and manages the Civil War 
battlefields; and 

(B) possesses the legal authority to—
(i) receive Federal funds and funds from 

other units of government or other organiza-
tions for use in managing the Civil War bat-
tlefields; 

(ii) disburse Federal funds to other units of 
government or other nonprofit organizations 
for use in managing the Civil War battle-
fields; 

(iii) enter into agreements with the Fed-
eral government, State governments, or 
other units of government and nonprofit or-
ganizations; and 

(iv) acquire land or interests in land by gift 
or devise, by purchase from a willing seller 
using donated or appropriated funds, or by 
donation; 

(3) make recommendations to the Cam-
paign Trail States for the management, pres-
ervation, and interpretation of the natural, 
cultural, and historical resources of the Civil 
War battlefields; 

(4) identify appropriate partnerships 
among Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, regional entities, and the private sec-
tor, including nonprofit organizations and 
the organization known as ‘‘Friends of the 
Vicksburg Campaign and Historic Trail’’, in 
furtherance of the purposes of this Act; and 

(5) recommend methods of ensuring contin-
ued local involvement and participation in 
the management, protection, and develop-
ment of the Civil War battlefields. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of completion of the study under 
this section, the Secretary shall submit a re-
port describing the findings of the study to—

(1) the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the Senate; and 
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(2) the Committee on Resources of the 

House of Representatives. 
(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act $1,500,000.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 711. A bill to allow for the invest-
ment of joint Federal and State funds 
from the civil settlement of damages 
from the Exxon Valdez oil spill, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

CIVIL SETTLEMENT OF DAMAGES FROM THE 
‘‘EXXON VALDEZ’’ OIL SPILL 

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we 
are ten years older, but are we ten 
years wiser since the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill? 

With the anniversary of the Nation’s 
worst oil spill occurring today, the 
question most asked by national media 
is how the environment and wildlife of 
Alaska has fared. In fact, just last 
week on a ‘‘60 minutes’’ story this 
exact question was asked. It was asked 
not only by the network doing the 
story, but by the Alaskans being inter-
viewed. 

What’s particularly frustrating is 
that in many cases it is still not pos-
sible to give informed answers. 

In the years since 11.3 million gallons 
of crude oil bubbled into the sea, the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Trust-
ees Council has had nearly $800 million 
of the eventual $900 million that Exxon 
will pay at their disposal to fund sci-
entific studies. Those studies should 
have determined the health of marine 
life, wildlife and the ecosystem of 
Prince William Sound. But according 
to the latest summary of scientific 
studies, while it is possible to say that 
some species have or are recovering, it 
is not possible to give a full account-
ing. 

According to a report from the coun-
cil last month very little is known 
about the health of cutthroat trout, 
Dolly Varden, rockfish or Kittlitz’s 
murrelets. And there is only slightly 
more information on the health of kill-
er whales, pigeon guillemots, cor-
morants, and common loon, harbor 
seals and harlequin ducks. 

While it is heartening that the Sound 
appears to be recovering sooner than 
many thought likely, and that herring 
and salmon stocks are recovering as 
are bald eagles and river otters, it is 
frustrating that more hard scientific 
data has not been gathered. 

That is why, Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce legislation, on behalf of my-
self and Senator STEVENS, that will 
provide for more science to be done on 
the impacted spill area. The legislation 
I am introducing will allow for a higher 
rate of interest to be earned through 
outside investments of the settlement 
funds from the Exxon Valdez oil spill. 

The legislation specifies that the in-
terest on investments received under 
this new authority must be used to 

support marine research and economic 
restoration projects for the fishing in-
dustry and local fishermen. If the 
trustees choose to use this authority, 
an additional $20 million to $30 million 
could be generated for research and 
restoration between now and 2001. 

The legislation further requires the 
trustees to present a report to Con-
gress recommending a structure the 
trustees believe would be most effec-
tive and appropriate for the adminis-
tration and expenditure of remaining 
funds and interest received. This provi-
sion is also consistent with comments 
from the public suggesting that an 
independent science-oriented board 
should control the process of funding 
science projects, rather than trustees 
who represent agencies that may be 
seeking project funding. 

I, for one, believe the Council’s prior-
ities have been misplaced which has 
necessitated this legislation. They 
have been unwilling to admit that 
science does not yet provide many 
mitigation answers; instead, the spill 
trustees have decided to go on a land 
buying spree as an alternative. 

This is a mistake, Mr. President. 
In a State where 68 percent of all 

land is federally owned and where indi-
viduals own less than 1 percent of all 
property, the trustees have allocated 
$416 million of the initial $900 million 
court settlement just for land acquisi-
tions. They have nearly completed the 
purchase of 647,000 acres in and around 
Prince William Sound and just re-
cently voted to set aside an additional 
$55 million to fund acquisitions, lit-
erally, forever even though most of the 
land being bought was not directly af-
fected by the spill. 

Alaska Natives worked for decades to 
win the 1971 land settlement that gave 
them control of 44 million acres of 
Alaska. Now, in less than a quarter of 
a century, Natives have lost much of 
the land they had fought to gain—a 
good part of the Native lands in the re-
gion have been reacquired through the 
actions of the trustees. It is ironic, in-
deed, that the United States purchased 
Alaska for $7.2 million in 1867 and that 
60 times more money already has been 
committed to buy back parts of it. 

Back in 1994 when $600 million of the 
settlement was still uncommitted, I 
urged the trustees to commit the bulk 
of the settlement to a ‘‘permanent 
fund’’ that would provide a perpetual 
source of significant funding for re-
search or mitigation projects. I also 
urged the trustees to utilize the exper-
tise of the University of Alaska in un-
dertaking those studies. I warned that 
if too much funding was allocated to 
land acquisition, or spent on marginal 
science, less money would be available 
to fund sound studies to shed light on 
the mysteries affecting commercial 
and sport fisheries and marine life and 
wildlife in the Sound. 

In the intervening years we have seen 
General Accounting Office audits docu-

menting that the trustees have pad on 
average 56 percent above government-
appraised value for the lands it has ac-
quired. We’ve seen a situation this year 
where the trustees paid nearly $80 mil-
lion for lands on Kodiak Island, while 
the Department of the Interior set the 
value of those same lands at about one-
third that amount when it came to 
funding revenue sharing payments to 
the Kodiak Island Borough. 

While the trustees recently voted to 
place about $115 million of the settle-
ment aside to provide interest to fund 
future scientific studies, I believe the 
earnings from all of the roughly $170 
million still owed by Exxon should be 
devoted to pay for marine research and 
monitoring including applied fisheries 
research. I believe this approach will 
give us answers, not leave us guessing, 
about what is happening to the Sound 
and what we can do to improve the 
habitat of the region. The legislation 
we introduce today will begin to ad-
dress this need. 

Long after the Sound has healed its 
wounds, those lands bought by the 
trustees will be lost forever to eco-
nomic activity and to the Native herit-
age. Nowhere could this be clearer than 
the example of one Native corporation 
that agreed to sell its lands with the 
intent to invest in a perpetual trust to 
help children go to school and provide 
solutions to other problems. Instead it 
was pressured to make a one time pay-
ment to each shareholder. 

The longest-lasting legacy of the 
tragedy may be that some of the Na-
tives find themselves like the Biblical 
Esau who sold his birthright to Jacob 
for a mess of pottage and bread. When 
the meal was gone so was his heritage. 
When that one-time payment has been 
spent, what will have been gained and 
what will pass on to their children? 

Today, another tragedy is clear, we 
still do not have the answers to the ef-
fects of the spill, even though we had 
the wherewithal to have obtained 
them. 

Mr. President, immediately following 
the spill, I sponsored a provision in the 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990, which was 
passed by Congress, to create Regional 
Citizens Advisory Councils, giving 
local residents the authority and the 
resources to improve all aspects of oil 
transport planning and cleanup. Pat-
terned after a concept then in place at 
the Port of Sullom Voe in the North 
Sea’s Shetland Islands, there is no 
question that the oversight and cre-
ativity that the councils engendered 
have done the most to make Alaska’s 
oil transportation system the best in 
the world. 

It is time for Congress to act again 
today, to ensure that we have the re-
sources to obtain the best science 
available in understanding Prince Wil-
liam Sound. I believe this bill will 
allow us to do just that.∑
∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I join 
Senator MURKOWSKI in introducing this 
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bill to allow greater interest to be 
earned on funds from the civil settle-
ment between Exxon and the State of 
Alaska and the Federal Government re-
sulting from the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil 
spill. This is another silver lining from 
the spill. 

Under the civil settlement, Exxon 
has paid $900 million to the State of 
Alaska and Federal Government. The 
settlement established the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council to ad-
minister these funds. The Trustee 
Council is comprised of three Federal 
and three State representatives. 

While I disagree with the Council’s 
decisions to spend much of the funds to 
acquire land in Alaska, I was pleased 
by their decision on March 1, 1999 to 
dedicate $115 million for an endowment 
for marine research, monitoring, and 
restoration. 

Our bill would allow the Council to 
invest these funds outside the court 
registry, where it would earn greater 
interest than under the court’s author-
ity. The bill is similar to the legisla-
tion we pursued during the 105th Con-
gress. We are encouraged that the 
Trustee Council has directed its Execu-
tive Director to work with us on this 
measure, and we will keep an open 
mind when those discussions begin. 

I also intend to explore whether we 
can merge the EVOS research endow-
ment with the North Pacific Marine 
Research endowment I created last 
year with funds received by the Federal 
Government in the case involving 
Dinkum Sands oil lease revenue. The 
EVOS funds can only be used in the 
spill area, while the Dinkum Sands 
funds can be used for research relating 
to any of the marine waters off Alaska. 
Merging the two would maximize re-
search benefits for Alaska and the Na-
tion, and minimize potential duplica-
tion. 

In 1997, we established the 19-member 
North Pacific Research Board to pre-
pare the marine research plan for the 
Dinkum Sands funds. In 1998, however, 
during the first year of funding, we 
simplified the approach so that the 
University of Alaska has the responsi-
bility for preparing the plan, and the 
plan must then be approved by the 
State of Alaska, the Department of the 
Interior, and the Department of Com-
merce. Our goal is to update the North 
Pacific Research Board so that the 
University will have the central role, 
but the other entities on the North Pa-
cific Marine Research Board will also 
have an advisory role in the long term 
in setting the research priorities. 

During our work on this, we will also 
see whether it is possible to merge the 
EVOS research endowment with the 
Dinkum Sands endowment. The bill 
that Senator MURKOWSKI and I are in-
troducing is the critical piece of the 
puzzle that will allow greater interest 
to be earned on the EVOS marine re-
search endowment whether or not we 
are ultimately able to merge the two.∑ 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. 712. A bill to amend title 39, 
United States Code, to allow postal pa-
trons to contribute to funding for high-
way-rail grade crossing safety through 
the voluntary purchase of certain spe-
cially issued United States postage 
stamps; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

THE ‘‘LOOK, LISTEN, AND LIVE STAMP ACT’’ 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today I, 

along with Senators HUTCHISON, 
BREAUX, and WYDEN, introduce the 
‘‘Look, Listen, and Live Stamp Act.’’ 
This bill would authorize the U.S. 
Postal Service to establish a special-
rate postage stamp to promote high-
way-rail grade crossing safety. 

There are approximately 150,000 pub-
lic crossings in America today, the ma-
jority of which are equipped with only 
passive warning devices. In 1998, there 
were 3,446 grade-crossing collisions in-
volving motor vehicles resulting in 
1,950 serious injuries and 422 deaths. A 
motorist is 40 times more likely to die 
in a crash involving a train than in a 
collision involving another motor vehi-
cle. Most recently, this nation wit-
nessed the horror of the Amtrak grade-
crossing collision in Bourbonnais, Illi-
nois last week. 

Sadly, Mr. President, grade-crossing 
deaths are preventable. Unfortunately, 
the cost of separating or eliminating 
all of these crossings would run into 
the trillions of dollars, and even the 
cost of equipping every crossing with 
the most effective active warning de-
vices would run into the billions of dol-
lars. While the railroad industry and 
Federal, state, and local governments 
are slowly reducing the number of 
grade-crossings and improving others, 
the process will take decades to com-
plete. Also, about half of all collisions 
at highway-rail grade crossings occur 
at crossings equipped with active warn-
ing systems in place: flashing lights, 
bells and gates. 

To save lives now, we must intensify 
our efforts to educate our citizens on 
the hazards of, and proper method for, 
crossing a railroad track. The ‘‘Look, 
Listen, and Live Stamp Act’’ would 
promote this worthy cause in two 
ways. First, the stamp itself, and its 
display in post offices throughout 
America, would serve as a reminder to 
all to treat the crossing of a railroad 
track as a life or death situation. Sec-
ond, it would provide an additional 
source of revenue to the Department of 
Transportation to fund Operation Life-
saver programs. Operation Lifesaver is 
non-profit, nationwide public edu-
cation program dedicated to reducing 
collisions, injuries, and fatalities at 
intersections where America’s road-
ways meet railways and along railroad 
rights-of-way. ‘‘Look, Listen, and 
Live’’ is an Operation Lifesaver slogan 
intended to remind motor vehicle driv-

ers how to protect their lives when 
they approach a highway-rail grade 
crossing. 

Mr. President, the bill would author-
ize the U.S. Postal Service to sell the 
stamp at up to 25 percent more than 
the cost of a first-class stamp, with the 
difference going to the Department of 
Transportation to provide additional 
Operation Lifesaver funding. U.S. Post-
al Service customers could choose to 
buy these special stamps, and thereby 
contribute to this worthy cause, or 
continue to purchase regular first-class 
stamps at the going rate. The choice 
would be theirs. Most importantly, the 
stamp will provide a constant reminder 
of the need to exercise caution in cross-
ing railroad tracks. Public memory of 
the Bourbonnais, Illinois incident, and 
similar fatal collisions, will fade as 
media interest shifts to new topics. Op-
eration Lifesaver’s public awareness 
programs are an effort to change driver 
behavior, but additional reminders, 
such as this stamp, are required. 

The lives lost by a driver’s careless 
crossing of a railroad track are usually 
those in the motor vehicle, but many 
times include the passengers and crew 
members of the train. Even when the 
train crew survives, they are haunted 
by the memories of helplessly watching 
these needless deaths. This is a nation-
wide problem, but a March 22, 1999, 
USA Today article detailed the dangers 
of this problem in my home state of 
Mississippi. I want to dedicate this bill 
to the families of the victims of the 
Amtrak ‘‘City of New Orleans’’ colli-
sion in Bourbonnais last week, espe-
cially to the families of the five vic-
tims from Mississippi: June Bonnin and 
Jessica Tickle of Nesbit, Mississippi, 
Lacey Lipscomb and Rainey Lipscomb 
of Lake Cormorant, Mississippi, and 
Sheena Dowe of Jackson, Mississippi. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in cosponsoring this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 712
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Look, Lis-
ten, and Live Stamp Act’’. 
SEC. 2. SPECIAL POSTAGE STAMPS TO BENEFIT 

HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING 
SAFETY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 39, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 414 the following: 
‘‘§ 414a. Special postage stamps for highway-

rail grade crossing safety 
‘‘(a) In order to afford the public a conven-

ient way to contribute to funding for high-
way-rail grade crossing safety, the Postal 
Service shall establish a special rate of post-
age for first-class mail under this section. 

‘‘(b) The rate of postage established under 
this section—

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00121 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.004 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5614 March 24, 1999
‘‘(1) shall be equal to the regular first-class 

rate of postage, plus a differential of not to 
exceed 25 percent; 

‘‘(2) shall be set by the Governors in ac-
cordance with such procedures as the Gov-
ernors shall by regulation prescribe (in lieu 
of the procedures under chapter 36); and 

‘‘(3) shall be offered as an alternative to 
the regular first-class rate of postage. 

‘‘(c) The use of the special rate of postage 
established under this section shall be vol-
untary on the part of postal patrons. 

‘‘(d)(1) Amounts becoming available for 
highway-rail grade crossing safety under this 
section shall be paid by the Postal Service to 
the Department of Transportation for Oper-
ation Lifesaver. Payments under this section 
shall be made under such arrangements as 
the Postal Service shall by mutual agree-
ment with the Department of Transportation 
establish in order to carry out the purposes 
of this section, except that, under those ar-
rangements, payments to the Department of 
Transportation shall be made at least twice 
a year. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘amounts becoming available for highway-
rail grade crossing safety under this section’ 
means—

‘‘(A) the total amounts received by the 
Postal Service that the Postal Service would 
not have received but for the enactment of 
this section, reduced by 

‘‘(B) an amount sufficient to cover reason-
able costs incurred by the Postal Service in 
carrying out this section, including those at-
tributable to the printing, sale, and distribu-
tion of stamps under this section,
as determined by the Postal Service under 
regulations that it shall prescribe. 

‘‘(e) It is the sense of Congress that noth-
ing in this section should—

‘‘(1) directly or indirectly cause a net de-
crease in total funds received by the Depart-
ment of Transportation for Operation Life-
saver below the level that would otherwise 
have been received but for the enactment of 
this section; or 

‘‘(2) affect regular first-class rates of post-
age or any other regular rates of postage. 

‘‘(f) Special postage stamps under this sec-
tion shall be made available to the public be-
ginning on such date as the Postal Service 
shall by regulation prescribe, but in no event 
later than 12 months after the date of the en-
actment of this section. 

‘‘(g) The Postmaster General shall include 
in each report rendered under section 2402 
with respect to any period during any por-
tion of which this section is in effect infor-
mation, concerning the operation of this sec-
tion, except that, at a minimum, each report 
shall include—

‘‘(1) the total amount described in sub-
section (d)(2)(A) which was received by the 
Postal Service during the period covered by 
such report; and 

‘‘(2) of the amount under paragraph (1), 
how much (in the aggregate and by category) 
was required for the purposes described in 
subsection (d)(2)(B). 

‘‘(h) This section shall cease to be effective 
at the end of the 2-year period beginning on 
the date on which special postage stamps 
under this section are first made available to 
the public.’’. 

(b) REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES.—Not later than 3 
months (but not earlier than 6 months) be-
fore the end of the 2-year period referred to 
in section 414a(h) of title 39, United States 
Code (as amended by subsection (a)), the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to Congress a report on the op-

eration of such section. Such report shall in-
clude— 

(1) an evaluation of the effectiveness and 
the appropriateness of the authority pro-
vided by such section as a means of fund-
raising; and 

(2) a description of the monetary and other 
resources required of the Postal Service in 
carrying out such section. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 4 of title 39, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 414 and inserting the fol-
lowing:
‘‘414. Special postage stamps for breast can-

cer research. 
‘‘414a. Special postage stamps for highway-

rail grade crossing safety.’’.

(2) SECTION HEADING.—The heading for sec-
tion 414 of title 39, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§414. Special postage stamps for breast can-

cer research.’’.
f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 223 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 223, a bill to help commu-
nities modernize public school facili-
ties, and for other purposes. 

S. 327 
At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. KERREY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 327, a bill to exempt agricultural 
products, medicines, and medical prod-
ucts from U.S. economic sanctions. 

S. 333 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 333, a bill to amend the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
Reform Act of 1996 to improve the 
farmland protection program. 

S. 345 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 345, a bill to amend the Animal Wel-
fare Act to remove the limitation that 
permits interstate movement of live 
birds, for the purpose of fighting, to 
States in which animal fighting is law-
ful. 

S. 348 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 348, a bill to authorize and facili-
tate a program to enhance training, re-
search and development, energy con-
servation and efficiency, and consumer 
education in the oilheat industry for 
the benefit of oilheat consumers and 
the public, and for other purposes. 

S. 443 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the names of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the 

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KERRY), and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 443, a bill to regulate 
the sale of firearms at gun shows. 

S. 459 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 459, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to in-
crease the State ceiling on private ac-
tivity bonds. 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 459, supra. 

S. 470 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 470, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-ex-
empt private activity bonds to be 
issued for highway infrastructure con-
struction. 

S. 472 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 472, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide certain 
medicare beneficiaries with an exemp-
tion to the financial limitations im-
posed on physical, speech-language pa-
thology, and occupational therapy 
services under part B of the medicare 
program, and for other purposes. 

S. 531 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 531, a bill to authorize the 
President to award a gold medal on be-
half of the Congress to Rosa Parks in 
recognition of her contributions to the 
Nation. 

S. 565 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
565, a bill to provide for the treatment 
of the actions of certain foreign nar-
cotics traffickers as an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the United 
States for purposes of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act. 

S. 569 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 569, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude certain 
farm rental income from net earnings 
from self-employment if the taxpayer 
enters into a lease agreement relating 
to such income. 

S. 596 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 596, a bill to provide that 
the annual drug certification proce-
dures under the Foreign Assistance Act 
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of 1961 not apply to certain countries 
with which the United States has bilat-
eral agreements and other plans relat-
ing to counterdrug activities, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 597 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 597, a bill to amend sec-
tion 922 of chapter 44 of title 28, United 
States Code, to protect the right of 
citizens under the Second Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United 
States. 

S. 617 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 617, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for coverage under the medi-
care program of insulin pumps as items 
of durable medical equipment. 

S. 632 

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 632, a bill to provide as-
sistance for poison prevention and to 
stabilize the funding of regional poison 
control centers. 

S. 636 

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
636, a bill to amend title XXVII of the 
Public Health Service Act and part 7 of 
subtitle B of title I of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to establish standards for the 
health quality improvement of chil-
dren in managed care plans and other 
health plans. 

S. 660 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA), and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 660, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to provide for coverage under part B of 
the medicare program of medical nutri-
tion therapy services furnished by reg-
istered dietitians and nutrition profes-
sionals. 

S. 668 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 668, a bill to encourage 
States to incarcerate individuals con-
victed of murder, rape, or child moles-
tation. 

S. 676 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
676, a bill to locate and secure the re-
turn of Zachary Baumel, a citizen of 
the United States, and other Israeli 
soldiers missing in action. 

S. 689 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 689, a bill to authorize appro-
priations for the United States Cus-
toms Service for fiscal years 2000 and 
2001, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 14, a joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States au-
thorizing Congress to prohibit the 
physical desecration of the flag of the 
United States. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 53 
At the request of Mr. DODD, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Resolution 53, a resolution to designate 
March 24, 1999, as ‘‘National School Vi-
olence Victims’ Memorial Day.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 54 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 54, a reso-
lution condemning the escalating vio-
lence, the gross violation of human 
rights and attacks against civilians, 
and the attempt to overthrow a demo-
cratically elected government in Sierra 
Leone. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 68 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. SMITH) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 68, a res-
olution expressing the sense of the Sen-
ate regarding the treatment of women 
and girls by the Taliban in Afghani-
stan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 71 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 71, a 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate rejecting a tax increase on in-
vestment income of certain associa-
tions.

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 74—EX-
PRESSING THE SUPPORT OF THE 
SENATE FOR THE MEMBERS OF 
THE UNITED STATES ARMED 
FORCES WHO ARE ENGAGED IN 
MILITARY OPERATIONS AGAINST 
THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, 
and all other Senators) submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 74
Whereas the President has authorized 

United States participation in NATO mili-
tary operations against the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia; 

Whereas up to 22,000 members of the Armed 
Forces are presently involved in operations 
in and around the Balkans region with the 
active participation of NATO and other coa-
lition forces; and 

Whereas the Senate and the American peo-
ple have the greatest pride in the members of 
the Armed Forces and strongly support 
them: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate supports the 
members of the United States Armed Forces 
who are engaged in military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and recognizes their professionalism, dedica-
tion, patriotism, and courage.

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED ON 
MARCH 23, 1999

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1999

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 125
Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BINGAMAN) 

proposed an amendment to the bill (S. 
544) making emergency supplemental 
appropriations and rescissions for re-
covery from natural disasters, and for-
eign assistance, for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1999, and for other 
purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF SENATE RE-

GARDING SEQUENTIAL BILLING 
POLICY FOR HOME HEALTH PAY-
MENTS UNDER THE MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Section 4611 of the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 included a provision that transfers fi-
nancial responsibility for certain home 
health visits under the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) from part A to part B 
of such program. 

(2) The sole intent of the transfer described 
in paragraph (1) was to extend the solvency 
of the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund under section 1817 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i). 

(3) The transfer described in paragraph (1) 
was supposed be ‘‘seamless’’ so as not to dis-
rupt the provision of home health services 
under the medicare program. 

(4) The Health Care Financing Administra-
tion has imposed a sequential billing policy 
that prohibits home health agencies under 
the medicare program from submitting 
claims for reimbursement for home health 
services provided to a beneficiary unless all 
claims for reimbursement for home health 
services that were previously provided to 
such beneficiary have been completely re-
solved. 

(5) The Health Care Financing Administra-
tion has also expanded medical reviews of 
claims for reimbursement submitted by 
home health agencies, resulting in a signifi-
cant slowdown nationwide in the processing 
of such claims. 

(6) The sequential billing policy described 
in paragraph (4), coupled with the slowdown 
in claims processing described in paragraph 
(5), has substantially increased the cash flow 
problems of home health agencies because 
payments are often delayed by at least 3 
months. 
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(7) The vast majority of home health agen-

cies under the medicare program are small 
businesses that cannot operate with signifi-
cant cash flow problems. 

(8) There are many other elements under 
the medicare program relating to home 
health agencies, such as the interim pay-
ment system under section 1861(v)(1)(L) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)(L)), that are 
creating financial problems for home health 
agencies, thereby forcing more than 2,200 
home health agencies nationwide to close 
since the date of enactment of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration should—

(1) evaluate and monitor the use of the se-
quential billing policy (as described in sub-
section (a)(4)) in making payments to home 
health agencies under the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); 

(2) ensure that—
(A) contract fiscal intermediaries under 

the medicare program are timely in their 
random medical review of claims for reim-
bursement submitted by home health agen-
cies; and 

(B) such intermediaries adhere to Health 
Care Financing Administration instructions 
that limit the number of claims for reim-
bursement held for such review for any par-
ticular home health agency to no more than 
10 percent of the total number of claims sub-
mitted by the agency; and 

(3) ensure that such intermediaries are 
considering and implementing constructive 
alternatives, such as expedited reviews of 
claims for reimbursement, for home health 
agencies with no history of billing problems 
who have cash flow problems due to random 
medical reviews and sequential billing. 

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 126

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LEAHY for 
himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 544, supra; as follows:

On page 2, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following: 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
For an additional amount to carry out the 

agricultural marketing assistance program 
under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.), $200,000, and the rural 
business enterprise grant program under sec-
tion 310B(c) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1932(c)), 
$500,000: Provided, That the entire amount 
shall be available only to the extent an offi-
cial budget request for $700,000, that includes 
designation of the entire amount of the re-
quest as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is 
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) of such 
Act. 

On page 37, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION FUND 

Of the amount made available under the 
heading ‘‘EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAM’’ in chapter 1 of title II of the 1998 Sup-
plemental Appropriations and Rescissions 
Act (Public Law 105–174; 112 Stat. 68), $700,000 
are rescinded. 

LINCOLN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 127

Mr. STEVENS (for Mrs. LINCOLN for 
herself, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. 
WYDEN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 544, supra; as follows:

On page 7, between lines 8 and 9, insert the 
following: 

GENERAL PROVISION, THIS CHAPTER 

SEC. ll. CROP INSURANCE OPTIONS FOR 
PRODUCERS WHO APPLIED FOR CROP REVENUE 
COVERAGE PLUS.—(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—
This section applies with respect to a pro-
ducer eligible for insurance under the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) 
who applied for the supplemental crop insur-
ance endorsement known as Crop Revenue 
Coverage PLUS (referred to in this section as 
‘‘CRCPLUS’’) for the 1999 crop year for a 
spring planted agricultural commodity. 

(b) ADDITIONAL PERIOD FOR OBTAINING OR 
TRANSFERRING COVERAGE.—Notwithstanding 
the sales closing date for obtaining crop in-
surance coverage established under section 
508(f)(2) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(f)(2)) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation shall provide a 14-day 
period beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act, but not to extend beyond April 12, 
1999, during which a producer described in 
subsection (a) may—

(1) with respect to a federally reinsured 
policy, obtain from any approved insurance 
provider a level of coverage for the agricul-
tural commodity for which the producer ap-
plied for the CRCPLUS endorsement that is 
equivalent to or less than the level of feder-
ally reinsured coverage that the producer ap-
plied for from the insurance provider that of-
fered the CRCPLUS endorsement; and 

(2) transfer to any approved insurance pro-
vider any federally reinsured coverage pro-
vided for other agricultural commodities of 
the producer by the same insurance provider 
that offered the CRCPLUS endorsement, as 
determined by the Corporation. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 128 

Mr. GRAMM proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 544, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this Act, none of the amounts pro-
vided by this Act are designated by Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(b) An additional amount of $2,250,000,000 is 
rescinded as provided in section 3002 of this 
Act. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 129 

Mr. GRAMM proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 128 proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 544, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this Act, none of the amounts pro-
vided by this Act are designated by Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 130 

Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 544, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . GLACIER BAY.—No funds may be ex-
pended by the Secretary of the Interior to 
implement closures or other restrictions of 
subsistence or commercial fishing or subsist-
ence gathering in Glacier Bay National 
Park, except the closure of Dungeness crab 
fisheries under Section 123(b) of the Depart-
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1999, (section 101(e) of di-
vision A of Public Law 105–277), until such 
time as the State of Alaska’s legal claim to 
ownership and jurisdiction over submerged 
lands and tidelands in the affected area has 
been resolved either by a final determination 
by the judiciary or by a settlement between 
the parties to the lawsuit.’’

ROBB (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 131

Mr. ROBB (for himself, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. FEIN-
STEIN, and Mr. KERREY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 544, supra; as 
follows:

On page 27, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 203. (a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE PAY-
MENTS.—Subject to the provisions of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to make payments for the settlement of the 
claims arising from the deaths caused by the 
accident involving a United States Marine 
Corps EA–6B aircraft on February 3, 1998, 
near Cavalese, Italy. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR EXERCISE OF AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary shall make the decision 
to exercise the authority in subsection (a) 
not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) SOURCE OF PAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, of the 
amounts appropriated or otherwise made 
available for the Department of Navy for op-
eration and maintenance for fiscal year 1999 
or other unexpended balances from prior 
years, the Secretary shall make available $40 
million only for emergency and extraor-
dinary expenses associated with the settle-
ment of the claims arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a). 

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The amount of 
the payment under this section in settle-
ment of the claims arising from the death of 
any person associated with the accident de-
scribed in subsection (a) may not exceed 
$2,000,000. 

(e) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—Any amount 
paid to a person under this section is in-
tended to supplement any amount subse-
quently determined to be payable to the per-
son under section 127 or chapter 163 of title 
10, United States Code, or any other provi-
sion of law for administrative settlement of 
claims against the United States with re-
spect to damage arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a). 

(f) CONSTRUCTION.—The payment of an 
amount under this section may not be con-
sidered to constitute a statement of legal li-
ability on the part of the United States or 
otherwise as evidence of any material fact in 
any judicial proceeding or investigation aris-
ing from the accident described in subsection 
(a). 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 132

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. HELMS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 544, 
supra; as follows:
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On page 30, between lines 10 and 11, insert 

the following: 
CHAPTER 7

DEPARTMENT OF STATE RELATED 
AGENCY 

UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL 
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

For necessary expenses for the United 
States Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom, as authorized by title II of 
the International Religious Freedom Act of 
1998 (Public Law 105–292), $3,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the amount of the rescission under 
chapter 2 of title III of this Act under the 
heading ‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS’’ is hereby increased by 
$3,000,000.

GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO. 133

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GRASSLEY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
544, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

On page 24, line 2, after ‘‘expended.’’ insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That from 
unobligated balances in this account avail-
able under the heading ‘climate and global 
change research’, $2,000,000 shall be made 
available for regional applications programs 
at the University of Northern Iowa con-
sistent with the direction in the report to ac-
company Public Law 105–277.’’

On page 38, line 13, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$1,000,000’’. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 134

Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 544, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 27, line 12, insert the following: 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, a military technician (dual sta-
tus) (as defined in section 10216 of title 10) 
performing active duty without pay while on 
leave from technician employment under 
section 6323(d) of title 5 may, in the discre-
tion of the Secretary concerned, be author-
ized a per diem allowance under this title, in 
lieu of commutation for subsistence and 
quarters as described in Section 1002(b) of 
title 37, United States Code. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 135

Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 544, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of Title II of the bill insert the 
following: 

‘‘SEC. . A payment of $800,000 from the 
total amount of $1,000,000 for construction of 
the Pike’s Peak Summit House, as specified 
in Conference Report 105–337, accompanying 
the Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1998, P.L. 105–83, and payments of $2,000,000 
for the Borough of Ketchikan to participate 
in a study of the feasibility and dynamics of 
manufacturing veneer products in Southeast 
Alaska and $200,000 for construction of the 
Pike’s Peak Summit House, as specified in 
Conference Report 105–825 accompanying the 
Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1999 (as contained in Division A, section 
101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), shall be paid 

in lump sum and shall be considered direct 
payments, for the purposes of all applicable 
law except that these direct grants may not 
be used for lobbying activities.’’

GREGG AMENDMENT NO. 136
Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. GREGG) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 544, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in title II insert: 
SEC. . Section 617 of the Department of 

Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (as added by section 101(b) of division A 
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘(a) None of the funds made available in 
this Act or any other Act hereafter enacted 
may be used to issue or renew a fishing per-
mit or authorization for any fishing vessel of 
the United States greater than 165 feet in 
registered length, of more than 750 gross reg-
istered tons, or that has an engine or engines 
capable of producing a total of more than 
3,000 shaft horsepower as specified in the per-
mit application required under part 
648.4(a)(5) of title 50, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, part 648.12 of title 50, Code of Federal 
Regulations, and the authorization required 
under part 648.80(d)(2) of title 50, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, to engage in fishing for At-
lantic mackerel or herring (or both) under 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), 
unless the regional fishery management 
council of jurisdiction recommends after Oc-
tober 21, 1998, and the Secretary of Com-
merce approves, conservation and manage-
ment measures in accordance with such Act 
to allow such vessel to engage in fishing for 
Atlantic mackerel or herring (or both).’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)’’. 

DASCHLE AMENDMENT NO. 137

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. DASCHLE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 544, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place at the end of Title 
II, insert: 

SEC. . The Corps of Engineers is directed 
to reprogram $800,000 of the funds made 
available to that agency in Fiscal Year 1999 
for the operation of the Pick-Sloan project 
to perform the preliminary work needed to 
transfer Federal lands to the tribes and state 
of South Dakota, and to provide the Lower 
Brule Sioux Tribe and Cheyenne River Sioux 
Tribe with funds to begin protecting invalu-
able Indian cultural sites, under the Chey-
enne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux 
Tribe, and State of South Dakota Terrestrial 
Wildlife Habitat Restoration Act.

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 138

Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 544, supra; as fol-
lows:

In the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. . OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AIRCRAFT 

MULTI-YEAR LEASING DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECT. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO LEASE.—Effective on or 
after October 1, 1999, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may obtain transportation for oper-
ational support purposes, including transpor-

tation for combatant Commanders in Chief, 
by lease of aircraft, on such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary may deem appro-
priate, consistent with this section, through 
an operating lease consistent with OMB Cir-
cular A–11. 

(b) MAXIMUM LEASE TERM FOR MULTI-YEAR 
LEASE.—The term of any lease into which 
the Secretary enters under this section shall 
not exceed ten years from the date on which 
the lease takes effect. 

(c) COMMERCIAL TERMS.—The Secretary 
may include terms and conditions in any 
lease into which the Secretary enters under 
this section that are customary in the leas-
ing of aircraft by a non-governmental lessor 
to a non-government lessee. 

(d) TERMINATION PAYMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may, in connection with any lease 
into which the Secretary enters under this 
section, to the extent the Secretary deems 
appropriate, provide for special payments to 
the lessor if either the Secretary terminates 
or cancels the lease prior to the expiration of 
its term or the aircraft is damaged or de-
stroyed prior to the expiration of the term of 
the lease. In the event of termination or can-
cellation of the lease, the total value of such 
payments shall not exceed the value of one 
year’s lease payment. 

(e) OBLIGATION AND EXPENDITURE OF 
FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, 

(1) an obligation need not be recorded upon 
entering into a lease under this section, in 
order to provide for the payments described 
in subsection (d) above, and 

(2) any payments required under a lease 
under this section, and any payments made 
pursuant to subsection (d) above, may be 
made from—

(A) appropriations available for the per-
formance of the lease at the time the lease 
takes effect; 

(B) appropriations for the operation and 
maintenance available at the time which the 
payment is due; and 

(C) funds appropriated for those payments. 
(f) OTHER AUTHORITY PRESERVED.—The au-

thority granted to the Secretary of the Air 
Force by this section is separate from and in 
addition to, and shall not be construed to 
impair or otherwise effect the authority of 
the Secretary to procure transportation or 
enter into leases under a provision of law 
other than this section.’’. 

ENZI (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 139

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. ENZI for him-
self and Mr. BINGAMAN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S t44, supra; as 
follows:

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following: 

‘‘SEC. . For an additional amount for the 
Livestock Assistance Program under Public 
Law 105–277, $70,000,000. Provided, That the 
entire amount shall be available only to the 
extent an official budget request for 
$70,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated 
by Congress as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.’’ 
and; 

An additional amount of $250,000,000 is re-
scinded as provided in Section 3002 of this 
Act.
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BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 

AMENDMENT NO. 140
Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. BINGAMAN for 

himself, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. DOMENICI) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
544, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following: 
‘‘SEC. . DEDUCTION FOR OIL AND GAS PRODUC-

TION. 
‘‘(a) DEDUCTION.—Subject to the limita-

tions in subsection (c), the Secretary of the 
Interior shall allow lessees operating one or 
more qualifying wells on public land to de-
duct from the amount of royalty otherwise 
payable to the Secretary on production from 
a qualifying well, the amount of expendi-
tures made by such lessees after April 1, 1999 
to—

‘‘(A) increase oil or gas production from 
existing wells on public land; 

‘‘(B) drill new oil or gas wells on existing 
leases on public land; or 

‘‘(C) explore for oil or gas on public land. 
‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion—
‘‘(1) the term ‘lessee’ means any person to 

whom the United States issues a lease for oil 
and gas exploration, production, or develop-
ment on public land, or any person to whom 
operating rights in such lease have been as-
signed; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘public land’ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 103(e) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1702(e)); and 

‘‘(3) the term ‘qualifying well’ means any 
well for the production of natural gas, crude 
oil, or both that is on public land and—

‘‘(A) has production that is treated as mar-
ginal production under section 631A(c)(6) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or 

‘‘(B) has been classified as a qualifying 
well by the Secretary of the Interior for pur-
poses of maximizing the benefits of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(c) SUNSET.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall not allow a deduction under this 
section after—

‘‘(1) September 30, 2000; 
‘‘(2) the thirtieth consecutive day on which 

the price for West Texas Intermediate crude 
oil on the New York Mercantile Exchange 
closes above $18 per barrel; or 

‘‘(3) lessees have deducted a total of 
$123,000,000 under this section—whichever oc-
curs first. 

‘‘(d) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—For nec-
essary expenses of the Department of the In-
terior under this section, $2,000,000 is appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Interior, to 
remain available until expended. 

‘‘(e) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire 
amount made available to carry out this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) shall be available only to the extent 
an official budget request for $125,000,000, 
that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
as amended, is transmitted by the President 
to the Congress, and 

‘‘(2) is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act; and 

An additional amount of $125,000,000 is re-
scinded as provided in Section 3002 of this 
Act. 

DOMENICI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 141

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. DOMENICI for 
himself, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. MUR-

KOWSKI, Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 544, supra; as follows:

On page 23, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT MANAGE-

MENT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Emergency Oil and Gas Guar-
anteed Loan Program Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) consumption of foreign oil in the United 

States is estimated to equal 56 percent of all 
oil consumed, and that percentage could 
reach 68 percent by 2010 if current prices pre-
vail; 

(2) the number of oil and gas rigs operating 
in the United States is at its lowest since 
1944, when records of this tally began; 

(3) if prices do not increase soon, the 
United States could lose at least half its 
marginal wells, which in aggregate produce 
as much oil as the United States imports 
from Saudi Arabia; 

(4) oil and gas prices are unlikely to in-
crease for at least several years; 

(5) declining production, well abandon-
ment, and greatly reduced exploration and 
development are shrinking the domestic oil 
and gas industry; 

(6) the world’s richest oil producing regions 
in the Middle East are experiencing increas-
ingly greater political instability; 

(7) United Nations policy may make Iraq 
the swing oil producing nation, thereby 
granting Saddam Hussein tremendous power; 

(8) reliance on foreign oil for more than 60 
percent of our daily oil and gas consumption 
is a national security threat; 

(9) the level of United States oil security is 
directly related to the level of domestic pro-
duction of oil, natural gas liquids, and nat-
ural gas; and 

(10) a national security policy should be de-
veloped that ensures that adequate supplies 
of oil are available at all times free of the 
threat of embargo or other foreign hostile 
acts. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the 

Loan Guarantee Board established by sub-
section (e). 

(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means 
the Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan 
Program established by subsection (d). 

(3) QUALIFIED OIL AND GAS COMPANY.—The 
term ‘‘qualified oil and gas company’’ means 
a company that— 

(A) is incorporated under the laws of any 
State; 

(B) is—
(i) an independent oil and gas company 

(within the meaning of section 57(a)(2)(B)(i) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); or 

(ii) a small business concern under section 
3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632) 
that is an oil field service company whose 
main business is providing tools, products, 
personnel, and technical solutions on a con-
tractual basis to exploration and production 
operators who drill, complete, produce, 
transport, refine and sell hydrocarbons and 
their by-products as their main commercial 
business; and 

(C) has experienced layoffs, production 
losses, or financial losses since the beginning 
of the oil import crisis, after January 1, 1997. 

(d) EMERGENCY OIL AND GAS GUARANTEED 
LOAN PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan 
Program, the purpose of which shall be to 
provide loan guarantees to qualified oil and 

gas companies in accordance with this sec-
tion. 

(2) LOAN GUARANTEE BOARD.—There is es-
tablished to administer the Program a Loan 
Guarantee Board, to be composed of—

(A) the Secretary of Commerce, who shall 
serve as Chairperson of the Board; 

(B) the Secretary of Labor; and 
(C) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
(e) AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Program may guar-

antee loans provided to qualified oil and gas 
companies by private banking and invest-
ment institutions in accordance with proce-
dures, rules, and regulations established by 
the Board. 

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggre-
gate amount of loans guaranteed and out-
standing at any 1 time under this section 
shall not exceed $500,000,000. 

(3) INDIVIDUAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The ag-
gregate amount of loans guaranteed under 
this section with respect to a single qualified 
oil and gas company shall not exceed 
$10,000,000. 

(4) MINIMUM GUARANTEE AMOUNT.—No sin-
gle loan in an amount that is less than 
$250,000 may be guaranteed under this sec-
tion. 

(5) EXPEDITIOUS ACTION ON APPLICATIONS.—
The Board shall approve or deny an applica-
tion for a guarantee under this section as 
soon as practicable after receipt of an appli-
cation. 

(f) REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—
The Board may issue a loan guarantee on ap-
plication by a qualified oil and gas company 
under an agreement by a private bank or in-
vestment company to provide a loan to the 
qualified oil and gas company, if the Board 
determines that—

(1) credit is not otherwise available to the 
company under reasonable terms or condi-
tions sufficient to meet its financing needs, 
as reflected in the financial and business 
plans of the company; 

(2) the prospective earning power of the 
company, together with the character and 
value of the security pledged, provide a rea-
sonable assurance of repayment of the loan 
to be guaranteed in accordance with its 
terms; 

(3) the loan to be guaranteed bears interest 
at a rate determined by the Board to be rea-
sonable, taking into account the current av-
erage yield on outstanding obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods of ma-
turity comparable to the maturity of the 
loan; and 

(4) the company has agreed to an audit by 
the General Accounting Office, before 
issuance of the loan guarantee and annually 
while the guaranteed loan is outstanding. 

(g) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUAR-
ANTEES.—

(1) LOAN DURATION.—All loans guaranteed 
under this section shall be repayable in full 
not later than December 31, 2010, and the 
terms and conditions of each such loan shall 
provide that the loan agreement may not be 
amended, or any provision of the loan agree-
ment waived, without the consent of the 
Board. 

(2) LOAN SECURITY.—A commitment to 
issue a loan guarantee under this section 
shall contain such affirmative and negative 
covenants and other protective provisions as 
the Board determines are appropriate. The 
Board shall require security for the loans to 
be guaranteed under this section at the time 
at which the commitment is made. 

(3) FEES.—A qualified oil and gas company 
receiving a loan guarantee under this section 
shall pay a fee in an amount equal to 0.5 per-
cent of the outstanding principal balance of 
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the guaranteed loan to the Department of 
the Treasury. 

(h) REPORTS.—During fiscal year 1999 and 
each fiscal year thereafter until each guar-
anteed loan has been repaid in full, the Sec-
retary of Commerce shall submit to Congress 
a report on the activities of the Board. 

(i) SALARIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—For necessary expenses to admin-
ister the Program, $2,500,000 is appropriated 
to the Department of Commerce, to remain 
available until expended, which may be 
transferred to the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Trade Development of the 
International Trade Administration. 

(j) TERMINATION OF GUARANTEE AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority of the Board to make 
commitments to guarantee any loan under 
this section shall terminate on December 31, 
2001. 

(k) REGULATORY ACTION.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Board shall issue such final procedures, 
rules, and regulations as are necessary to 
carry out this section. 

(l) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire 
amount made available to carry out this sec-
tion— 

(1) is designated by Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)); and 

(2) shall be available only to the extent 
that the President submits to Congress a 
budget request that includes designation of 
the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement.

LOTT AMENDMENT NO. 142 

Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 544, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘that the presiding officer of the 
Senate should apply all precedents of the 
Senate under Rule 16, in effect at the conclu-
sion of the 103rd Congress.’’ 

f 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED ON 
MARCH 24, 1999 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

ABRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 143 

Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
GREGG, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. MCCAIN, and 
Mr. FITZGERALD) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 20) setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal years 2000 
through 2009; as follows:
SEC. XX. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE 

PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY SURPLUSES. 

(a) The Congress finds that—
(1) Congress and the President should bal-

ance the budget excluding the surpluses gen-
erated by the Social Security trust funds; 

(2) reducing the federal debt held by the 
public is a top national priority, strongly 

supported on a bipartisan basis, as evidenced 
by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span’s comments that debt reduction ‘‘is a 
very important element in sustaining eco-
nomic growth,’’ as well as President Clin-
ton’s comments that it ‘‘is very, very impor-
tant that we get the government debt down’’ 
when referencing his own plans to use the 
budget surplus to reduce federal debt held by 
the public; 

(3) according to the Congressional Budget 
Office, balancing the budget excluding the 
surpluses generated by the Social Security 
trust funds will reduce debt held by the pub-
lic by a total of $1,723,000,000,000 by the end 
of fiscal year 2009, $417,000,000,000, or 32 per 
cent, more than it would be reduced under 
the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget sub-
mission; 

(4) further according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, that the President’s budget 
would actually spend $40,000,000,000 of the So-
cial Security surpluses in fiscal year 2000 on 
new spending programs, and spend 
$158,000,000,000 of the Social Security sur-
pluses on new spending programs from fiscal 
year 2000 through 2004; and 

(5) Social Security surpluses should be 
used for Social Security reform or to reduce 
the debt held by the public and should not be 
used for other purposes. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the 
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that Congress 
shall pass legislation which—

(1) Reaffirms the provisions of section 13301 
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 that provides that the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Social Security trust 
funds shall not be counted for the purposes 
of the budget submitted by the President, 
the congressional budget, or the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, and provides for a Point of Order 
within the Senate against any concurrent 
resolution on the budget, an amendment 
thereto, or a conference report thereon that 
violates that section. 

(2) Mandates that the Social Security sur-
pluses are used only for the payment of So-
cial Security benefits, Social Security re-
form or to reduce the federal debt held by 
the public, and not spent on non-Social Secu-
rity programs or used to offset tax cuts. 

(3) Provides for a Senate super-majority 
Point of Order against any bill, resolution, 
amendment, motion or conference report 
that would use Social Security surpluses on 
anything other than the payment of Social 
Security benefits, Social Security reform or 
the reduction of the federal debt held by the 
public. 

(4) Ensures that all Social Security bene-
fits are paid on time. 

(5) Accommodates Social Security reform 
legislation.

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 144

Mr. LAUTENBERG proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. ll. SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-

CARE FIRST. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider—
(1) any bill, resolution, motion, amend-

ment, or conference report that would reduce 
revenues without offsetting them in accord-
ance with the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 until Congress first enacts legislation 
that—

(A) ensures the long-term fiscal solvency 
of the Social Security Trust Funds and ex-
tends the solvency of the Medicare Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund by at least 12 years; 
and 

(B) includes a certification that the legis-
lation complies with subparagraph (A); or 

(2) any bill, resolution, motion, amend-
ment, or conference report that would in-
crease spending above the levels provided in 
this resolution, unless such spending in-
creases are offset in accordance with the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 until Con-
gress first enacts legislation that—

(A) ensures the long-term fiscal solvency 
of the Social Security Trust Funds and ex-
tends the solvency of the Medicare Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund by at least 12 years; 
and 

(B) includes a certification that the legis-
lation complies with subparagraph (A). 

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—
(1) WAIVER.—The point of order in sub-

section (a) may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under subsection (a).

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 145

Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. GREGG, Mr. SMITH of 
New Hampshire, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. 
WARNER) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE FED-

ERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT 
INVEST THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
TRUST FUNDS IN PRIVATE FINAN-
CIAL MARKETS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that the Federal 
Government should not directly invest con-
tributions made to the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund estab-
lished under section 201 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 401) in private financial 
markets.

CRAIG (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 146

Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. KERREY, 
Mr. HELMS, and Mr. INHOFE) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. ll. REQUIREMENT TO OFFSET DIRECT 

SPENDING INCREASES BY DIRECT 
SPENDING DECREASES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Surplus Protection Amend-
ment’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, for pur-
poses of section 202 of House Concurrent Res-
olution 67 (104th Congress), it shall not be in 
order to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that provides an increase in direct spending 
unless the increase is offset by a decrease in 
direct spending. 
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(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 

or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of di-
rect spending for a fiscal year shall be deter-
mined on the basis of estimates made by the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate.

CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 147

Mr. CONRAD proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

After section 206, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-

CARE FIRST LOCKBOX. 
(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 

‘‘Social Security and Medicare lockbox’’ 
means with respect to any fiscal year, the 
Social Security surplus (as described in sec-
tion 311(b)(1) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974), and the Medicare surplus re-
serve, which shall consist of amounts allo-
cated to save the Medicare program as pro-
vided in subsection (b). 

(b) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to adjustment 

pursuant to paragraph (2), the amounts re-
served for the Medicare surplus reserve in 
each year are—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $0; 
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $3,000,000,000; 
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $26,000,000,000; 
(D) for fiscal year 2003, $15,000,000,000; 
(E) for fiscal year 2004, $21,000,000,000; 
(F) for fiscal year 2005, $35,000,000,000; 
(G) for fiscal year 2006, $63,000,000,000; 
(H) for fiscal year 2007, $68,000,000,000; 
(I) for fiscal year 2008, $72,000,000,000; 
(J) for fiscal year 2009, $73,000,000,000; 
(K) for fiscal year 2010, $70,000,000,000; 
(L) for fiscal year 2011, $73,000,000,000; 
(M) for fiscal year 2012, $70,000,000,000; 
(N) for fiscal year 2013, $66,000,000,000; and 
(O) for fiscal year 2014, $52,000,000,000. 
(2) ADJUSTMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amounts in para-

graph (1) for each fiscal year shall be ad-
justed each year in the budget resolution by 
a fixed percentage equal to the adjustment 
required to those amounts sufficient to ex-
tend the solvency of the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund based on the most recent 
Report of the Board of Trustees of the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund (inter-
mediate assumptions) through fiscal year 
2020 or 12 years after the date of insolvency 
specified in the 1999 Report, whichever date 
is later. 

(B) LIMIT BASED ON TOTAL SURPLUS.—The 
Medicare surplus reserve, as adjusted by sub-
paragraph (A), shall not exceed the total 
budget resolution baseline surplus in any fis-
cal year. 

(c) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any concurrent resolution on 
the budget (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on the resolution) that would 
decrease the surplus in any of the fiscal 

years covered by the concurrent resolution 
below the levels of the Medicare surplus re-
serve for those fiscal years calculated in ac-
cordance with subsection (b)(1). 

(d) ENFORCEMENT OF MEDICARE SURPLUS.—
After a concurrent resolution on the budget 
is agreed to, it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that would cause a decrease in the Medicare 
surplus reserve in any of the fiscal years cov-
ered by the concurrent resolution. 

(e) SOCIAL SECURITY OFF-BUDGET POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider a concurrent resolution on 
the budget, an amendment thereto, or a con-
ference report thereon that violates section 
13301 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1990. 

(f) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—
(1) WAIVER.—A bill, resolution, amend-

ment, motion, or conference report violating 
this section shall be subject to a point of 
order that may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under paragraph (1). 

On page 46, strike section 204. 
At the end of section 101, insert the fol-

lowing: 
(7) MEDICARE SURPLUS RESERVE.—The 

amounts of the surplus that shall be reserved 
for Medicare are as follows: 

(A) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(B) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(C) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(D) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(E) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(F) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(G) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(H) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(I) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(J) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Increase the levels of Federal revenues in 

section 101(1)(A) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Change the levels of Federal revenues in 

section 101(1)(B) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels of total budget authority 

and outlays in section 101(2) and section 
101(3) by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 

Increase the levels of surplus in section 
101(4) by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of public debt in sec-

tion 101(5) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of debt held by the pub-

lic in section 101(6) by the following 
amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels of budget authority and 

outlays in section 103(18) for function 900, 
Net Interest, by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels in section 104(1) by which 

the Senate Committee on Finance is in-
structed to reduce revenues by the following 
amounts: 

(1) $0 in fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $59,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2004; and 
(3) $320,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2009.

COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 148

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. RESTRICTION ON RETROACTIVE IN-

COME AND ESTATE TAX RATE IN-
CREASES. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it 
is essential to ensure taxpayers are pro-
tected against retroactive income and estate 
tax rate increases. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re-
port, that includes a retroactive Federal in-
come tax rate increase. 

(2) DEFINITION.—In this section—
(A) the term ‘‘Federal income tax rate in-

crease’’ means any amendment to subsection 
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(a), (b), (c), (d), or (e) of section 1, or to sec-
tion 11(b) or 55(b), of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, that imposes a new percentage 
as a rate of tax and thereby increases the 
amount of tax imposed by any such section; 
and 

(B) a Federal income tax rate increase is 
retroactive if it applies to a period beginning 
prior to the enactment of the provision. 

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—
(1) WAIVER.—The point of order in sub-

section (b) may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under subsection (b).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes 
effect on January 1, 1999.

GRAMS AMENDMENT NO. 149
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. GRAMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 20, as follows:

At the appropriate place in the resolution, 
insert the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SAFE-DEPOSIT 

BOX FOR THE ACCUMULATED AS-
SETS OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
TRUST FUNDS. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the Congress should create a 
safe-deposit box to lock in all the accumu-
lated Social Security surplus in the Social 
Security Trust Funds by gradually reducing 
government spending to ensure this surplus 
be used exclusively for Social Security. 

GRAMS (AND CRAPO) AMENDMENT 
NO. 150

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. GRAMS (for himself and Mr. 

CRAPO) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR INCREASED ON-

BUDGET SURPLUS IN THE OUT-
YEARS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any additional on-budget 
surplus exceeding the level assumed in this 
resolution during the period of fiscal years 
2001 through 2009 as reestimated by the Con-
gressional Budget Office shall be reserved ex-
clusively for tax relief or debt reduction. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—The Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate may 
reduce the spending and revenue aggregates 
and may revise committee allocations by 
taking the additional amount of the on-
budget surplus referred to in subsection (a) 
for tax relief or debt reduction in the period 
of fiscal year 2001 through 2009. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-

sidering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report that uses the addi-
tional on-budget surplus reserved in sub-
section (a) for additional Government spend-
ing other than tax relief or debt reduction, a 
point of order may be made by a Senator 
against the measure, and if the Presiding Of-
ficer sustains that point of order, it may not 
be offered as an amendment from the floor. 

(2) SUPERMAJORITY.—This point of order 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 

only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—Revised al-
locations and aggregates under subsection 
(a) shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 151

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and 
insert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000. 
(a) DECLARATION.—Congress determines 

and declares that this resolution is the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 2000 including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2001 through 2004 
as authorized by section 301 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of 
contents for this concurrent resolution is as 
follows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 2000. 

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 3. Social Security. 
Sec. 4. Major functional categories.
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 2000 through 2004: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,406,025,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,445,309,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,507,935,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,562,820,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,631,839,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $11,046,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $10,612,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $10,609,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $9,952,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $9,490,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For pur-

poses of the enforcement of this resolution, 
the appropriate levels of total new budget 
authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,546,344,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,584,835,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,645,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,715,370,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,769,129,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,531,949,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,561,030,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,631,887,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,699,388,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,777,965,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the en-

forcement of this resolution, the amounts of 
the deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $125,924,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $115,721,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $123,952,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $136,568,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $146,126,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels 

of the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 2000: $5,778,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $5,999,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2002: $6,234,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $6,498,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $6,765,100,000,000. 
(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

priate levels of the debt held by the public 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $3,532,443,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $3,398,722,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $3,215,290,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $3,034,629,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $2,824,701,000,000. 

SEC. 3. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $468,020,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $487,744,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $506,293,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $527,326,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $549,876,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $262,175,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $283,322,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $272,819,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $282,098,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $275,846,000,000. 

SEC. 4. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
Congress determines and declares that 

the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 2000 through 2004 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$280,525,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$300,207,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $284,991,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$301,966,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $293,701,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$312,360,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $303,803,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$321,228,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $313,787,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,111,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,728,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,375,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,510,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,514,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,755,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,449,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,421,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,633,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,643,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Tech-

nology (250): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,279,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $18,773,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,476,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,140,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,406,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,283,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,373,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,135,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,369,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,163,000,000. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,165,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $148,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,315,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥605,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,056,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,106,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥15,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $842,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥155,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,592,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,084,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,964,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,242,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,894,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,971,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,985,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,119,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,998,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,960,000,000. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,155,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,554,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,007,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,240,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,489,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,456,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,762,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,474,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,986,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,098,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,752,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,819,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,917,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,580,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,265,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,649,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,022,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,493,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $54,233,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $48,054,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $54,505,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $50,370,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,546,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,716,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,826,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,706,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,047,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $53,799,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Develop-

ment (450): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,898,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,141,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,077,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,919,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,234,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,232,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,217,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,694,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, 

and Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,427,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $64,315,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $69,342,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $68,734,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,902,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $69,111,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $70,490,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,413,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $70,806,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,439,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$157,699,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $153,576,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$166,827,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $165,390,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$176,310,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $177,172,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$188,429,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $189,416,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$202,009,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $202,815,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$207,313,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $207,342,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$219,958,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,098,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$228,786,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $228,414,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$248,871,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,998,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$266,671,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $266,850,000,000. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$256,590,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $259,635,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$268,839,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $271,765,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$282,063,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $285,263,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$291,119,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,138,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$301,746,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $303,967,000,000. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $95,790,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $95,791,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,518,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $80,518,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$104,023,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,023,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$103,449,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $103,449,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$122,837,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,837,000,000. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,786,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,439,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,877,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,980,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,304,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,526,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,864,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,875,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,287,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,616,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $26,608,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,988,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $27,189,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $27,160,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $27,146,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,901,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $27,044,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,924,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $26,995,000,000. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,785,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,850,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,583,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,732,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,294,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,431,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
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(A) New budget authority, $14,383,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,270,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,353,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,427,000,000. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$278,294,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $278,294,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$279,933,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $279,933,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$282,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $282,562,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$282,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $282,562,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$292,566,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,566,000,000. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $1,365,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,299,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,425,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts 

(950): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$¥35,012,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥35,012,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$¥39,401,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥39,401,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$¥43,115,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥43,115,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$¥38,226,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥38,226,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$¥38,488,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥38,488,000,000.

SMITH (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 152

Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for himself, 
Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. FEINGOLD) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section and number it ac-
cordingly: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PROVIDING 

ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR U.S. 
INTERNATIONAL LEADERSHIP. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) U.S. international leadership is essen-

tial to maintaining security and peace for all 
Americans; 

(2) such leadership depends on effective di-
plomacy as well as a strong military; 

(3) effective diplomacy requires adequate 
resources both for embassy security and for 
international programs; 

(4) in addition to building peace, prosperity 
and democracy around the world, programs 
in the International Affairs (150) account 
serve U.S. interests by ensuring better jobs 
and a higher standard of living, promoting 
the health of our citizens and preserving our 
natural environment, and protecting the 
rights and safety of those who travel or do 
business overseas; 

(5) real spending for International Affairs 
has declined more than 50 percent since the 
mid-1980s, at the same time that major new 
challenges and opportunities have arisen 
from the disintegration of the Soviet Union 
and the worldwide trends toward democracy 
and free markets; 

(6) current ceilings on discretionary spend-
ing will impose severe additional cuts in 
funding for International Affairs; and 

(7) improved security for U.S. diplomatic 
missions and personnel will place further 
strain on the International Affairs budget 
absent significant additional resources. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that additional budgetary re-
sources should be identified for function 150 
to enable successful U.S. international lead-
ership.

JOHNSON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 153

Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. REID, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. ROBB, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. HATCH, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
and Mr. DOMENICI) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, as follows:

On page 31 line 23 strike ‘‘44,724,000,000’’. 
and insert ‘‘46,724,000,000’’. 

On page 31 line 24 strike ‘‘45,064,000,000’’. 
and insert ‘‘47,064,000,000’’. 

On page 38 line 15 strike ‘‘8,033,000,000’’. and 
insert ‘‘10,033,000,000’’. 

On page 38 line 16 strike ‘‘8,094,000,000’’. and 
insert ‘‘10,094,000,000’’. 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
provisions in this resolution assume that if 
CBO determines there is an on-budget sur-
plus for FY 2000, $2 billion of that surplus 
will be restored to the programs cut in this 
amendment. 

‘‘(B) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
assumptions underlying this budget resolu-
tion assume that none of these offsets will 
come from defense or veterans, and to the 
extent possible should come from adminis-
trative functions.’’

ENZI (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 154

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. GRASSLEY, 

and Mr. THOMAS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them 
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 20, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT AGRICUL-

TURAL RISK MANAGEMENT PRO-
GRAMS SHOULD BENEFIT LIVE-
STOCK PRODUCERS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) extremes in weather-related and nat-
ural conditions have a profound impact on 
the economic viability of producers; 

(2) these extremes, such as drought, exces-
sive rain and snow, flood, wind, insect infes-
tation are certainly beyond the control of 
livestock producers; 

(3) these extremes do not impact livestock 
producers within a state, region or the na-
tion in the same manner or during the same 
time frame or for the same duration of time; 

(4) the livestock producers have a few ef-
fective risk management tools at their dis-
posal to adequately manage the short and 
long term impacts of weather-related or nat-
ural disaster situations; and 

(5) ad hoc natural disaster assistance pro-
grams, while providing some relief, are not 
sufficient to meet livestock producers’ needs 
for rational risk management planning. 

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that any 
consideration of reform of federal crop insur-
ance and risk management programs should 
include the needs of livestock producers.

ENZI AMENDMENT NO. 155

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ENZI submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ELIMINATING 

THE MARRIAGE PENALTY AND 
ACROSS THE BOARD INCOME TAX 
RATE CUTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) The institution of marriage is the cor-

nerstone of the family and civil society; 
(2) Strengthening of the marriage commit-

ment and the family is an indispensable step 
in the renewal of America’s culture; 

(3) The Federal income tax punishes mar-
riage by imposing a greater tax burden on 
married couples than on their single coun-
terparts; 

(4) America’s tax code should give each 
married couple the choice to be treated as 
one economic unit, regardless of which 
spouse earns the income; and 

(5) All American taxpayers are responsible 
for any budget surplus and deserve broad-
based tax relief after the Social Security 
Trust fund has been protected. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that—

(1) Congress should eliminate the marriage 
penalty in a manner that treats all married 
couples equally, regardless of which spouse 
earns the income; and 

(2) Congress should implement an equal, 
across the board reduction in each of the 
current federal income tax rates as soon as 
there is a non-Social Security surplus. 

COVERDELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 156

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, and Mr. ABRAHAM) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows:

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING IN-

CENTIVES FOR SMALL SAVERS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) in general, the Federal budget will ac-

cumulate nearly $800,000,000,000 in non-Social 
Security surpluses through 2009; 
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(2) such a level of surplus afford Congress 

the opportunity to return a portion to the 
taxpayers in the form of tax relief; 

(3) the Federal tax burden is at its highest 
level in over 50 years; 

(4) personal bankruptcy filings reached a 
record high in 1998 with $40,000,000,000 in 
debts discharged; 

(5) the personal savings rate is at record 
lows not seen since the Great Depression; 

(6) the personal savings rate was 9 percent 
of income in 1982; 

(7) the personal savings rate was 5.7 per-
cent of income in 1992; 

(8) the personal savings rate plummeted to 
0.5 percent in 1998; 

(9) the personal savings rate could plum-
met to as low as negative 4.5 percent if cur-
rent trends do not change; 

(10) personal savings is important as a 
means for the American people to prepare for 
crisis, such as a job loss, health emergency, 
or some other personal tragedy, or to pre-
pare for retirement; 

(11) President Clinton recently acknowl-
edged the low rate of personal savings as a 
concern; 

(12) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years would move 7,000,000 mid-
dle-income taxpayers into the lowest income 
tax bracket; 

(13) excluding the first $500 from interest 
and dividends income, or $250 for singles, 
would enable 30,000,000 low- and middle-in-
come taxpayers to save tax-free and would 
translate into approximately 
$1,000,000,000,000 in savings; 

(14) exempting the first $5,000 in capital 
gains income from capital gains taxation 
would mean 10,000,000 low- and middle-in-
come taxpayers would no longer pay capital 
gains tax; 

(15) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000, would mean over 
5,000,000 taxpayers will be better equipped for 
retirement; and 

(16) tax relief measures to encourage sav-
ings and investments for low- and middle-in-
come savers would mean tax relief for nearly 
112,000,000 individual taxpayers by—

(A) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years; 

(B) excluding from income the first $500 in 
interest and dividend income ($250 for sin-
gles); 

(C) exempting from capital gains taxation 
the first $5,000 in capital gains taxes; and 

(D) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this budget 
resolution and legislation enacted pursuant 
to this resolution assume that—

(1) Congress will adopt tax relief that pro-
vides incentives for savings and investment 
for low- and middle-income working families 
that assist in preparing for unexpected emer-
gencies and retirement, such as—

(A) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years; 

(B) excluding from income the first $500 in 
interest and dividend income ($250 for sin-
gles); 

(C) exempting from capital gains taxation 
the first $5,000 in capital gains taxes; and 

(D) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000; and 

(2) tax relief as described in this subsection 
is fully achievable within the parameters set 
forth under this budget resolution. 

SPECTER (AND HARKIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 157 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr. 
HARKIN) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S.Con.Res. 20, 
supra; as follows:

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. RESERVE FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue 
and spending aggregates and allocations may 
be revised under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 for legislation 
disallowing a Federal income tax deduction 
for any payment to the Federal Government 
or any State or local government in connec-
tion with any tobacco litigation or settle-
ment and to use $1,400,000,000 of the increased 
revenues to fund biomedical research at the 
National Institutes of Health. 

(b) REVISED AGGREGATES.—Upon the con-
sideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate may file in-
creased aggregates to carry out this section. 
These aggregates shall be considered for the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as the aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

ROTH (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 158 

(Ordered to lie on the table. 
Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. BREAUX, 

Mr. FRIST, Mr. KERREY, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. THOMPSON) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by them to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE-
MENT OF THE MEDICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The health insurance coverage provided 
under the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.) is an integral part of the finan-
cial security for retired and disabled individ-
uals, as such coverage protects those individ-
uals against the financially ruinous costs of 
a major illness. 

(2) Expenditures under the medicare pro-
gram for hospital, physician, and other es-
sential health care services that are provided 
to nearly 39,000,000 retired and disabled indi-
viduals will be $232,000,000,000 in fiscal year 
2000. 

(3) During the nearly 35 years since the 
medicare program was established, the Na-
tion’s health care delivery and financing sys-
tem has undergone major transformations. 
However, the medicare program has not kept 
pace with such transformations. 

(4) Former Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector Robert Reischauer has described the 
medicare program as it exists today as fail-
ing on the following 4 key dimensions 
(known as the ‘‘Four I’s’’): 

(A) The program is inefficient. 
(B) The program is inequitable. 
(C) The program is inadequate. 
(D) The program is insolvent. 
(5) The President’s budget framework does 

not devote 15 percent of the budget surpluses 
to the medicare program. The federal budget 
process does not provide a mechanism for 
setting aside current surpluses for future ob-

ligations. As a result, the notion of saving 15 
percent of the surplus for the medicare pro-
gram cannot practically be carried out. 

(6) The President’s budget framework 
would transfer to the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund more than $900,000,000,000 
over 15 years in new IOUs that must be re-
deemed later by raising taxes on American 
workers, cutting benefits, or borrowing more 
from the public, and these new IOUs would 
increase the gross debt of the Federal Gov-
ernment by the amounts transferred. 

(7) The Congressional Budget Office has 
stated that the transfers described in para-
graph (6) which are strictly intragovern-
mental, have no effect on the unified budget 
surpluses or the on-budget surpluses and 
therefore have no effect on the debt held by 
the public. 

(8) The President’s budget framework does 
not provide access to, or financing for, pre-
scription drugs. 

(9) The Comptroller General of the United 
States has stated that the President’s medi-
care proposal does not constitute reform of 
the program and ‘‘is likely to create a public 
misperception that something meaningful is 
being done to reform the Medicare pro-
gram’’. 

(10) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 en-
acted changes to the medicare program 
which strengthen and extend the solvency of 
that program. 

(11) The Congressional Budget Office has 
stated that without changes made to the 
medicare program by the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997, the depletion of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund would now be im-
minent. 

(12) The President’s budget proposes to cut 
medicare program spending by $19,400,000,000 
over 10 years, primarily through reductions 
in payments to providers under that pro-
gram. 

(13) While the recommendations by Sen-
ator John Breaux and Representative Wil-
liam Thomas received the bipartisan support 
of a majority of members on the National Bi-
partisan Commission on the Future of Medi-
care, all of the President’s appointees to that 
commission opposed the bipartisan reform 
plan. 

(14) The Breaux-Thomas recommendations 
provide for new prescription drug coverage 
for the neediest beneficiaries within a plan 
that substantially improves the solvency of 
the medicare program without transferring 
new IOUs to the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Fund that must be redeemed later by raising 
taxes, cutting benefits, or borrowing more 
from the public. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions contained 
in this budget resolution assume the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The resolution does not adopt the Presi-
dent’s proposals to reduce medicare program 
spending by $19,400,000,000 over 10 years, nor 
does this resolution adopt the President’s 
proposal to spend $10,000,000,000 of medicare 
program funds on unrelated programs. 

(2) Congress will not transfer to the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund new IOUs 
that must be redeemed later by raising taxes 
on American workers, cutting benefits, or 
borrowing more from the public. 

(3) Congress should work in a bipartisan 
fashion to extend the solvency of the medi-
care program and to ensure that benefits 
under that program will be available to bene-
ficiaries in the future. 

(4) The American public will be well and 
fairly served in this undertaking if the medi-
care program reform proposes are considered 
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within a framework that is based on the fol-
lowing 5 key principles offered in testimony 
to the Senate Committee on Finance by the 
Comptroller General of the United States: 

(A) Affordability. 
(B) Equity. 
(C) Adequacy. 
(D) Feasibility. 
(E) Public acceptance. 
(5) The recommendations by Senator 

Breaux and Congressman Thomas provide for 
new prescription drug coverage for the need-
iest beneficiaries within a plan that substan-
tially improves the solvency of the medicare 
program without transferring to the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund new IOUs 
that must be redeemed later by raising 
taxes, cutting benefits, or borrowing more 
from the public. 

(6) Congress should move expeditiously to 
consider the bipartisan recommendations of 
the Chairmen and the National Bipartisan 
Commission on the Future of Medicare. 

(7) Congress should continue to work with 
the President as he develops and presents his 
plan to fix the problems of the medicare pro-
gram.

COLLINS (AND DODD) AMENDMENT 
NO. 159

Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
DODD) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution. S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TEA–21 FUND-

ING AND THE STATES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) on May 22, 1998, the Senate overwhelm-

ingly approved the conference committee re-
port on H.R. 2400, the Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century, in a 88–5 roll call 
vote; 

(2) also on May 22, 1998, the House of Rep-
resentatives approved the conference com-
mittee report on this bill in a 297–86 recorded 
vote; 

(3) on June 9, 1998, President Clinton 
signed this bill into law, thereby making it 
Public Law 105–178; 

(4) the TEA–21 legislation was a com-
prehensive reauthorization of Federal high-
way and mass transit programs, which au-
thorized approximately $216,000,000,000 in 
Federal transportation spending over the 
next 6 fiscal years; 

(5) section 1105 of this legislation called for 
any excess Federal gasoline tax revenues to 
be provided to the States under the formulas 
established by the final version of TEA–21; 
and 

(6) the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget 
request contained a proposal to distribute 
approximately $1,000,000,000 in excess Federal 
gasoline tax revenues that was not con-
sistent with the provisions of section 1105 of 
TEA–21 and would deprive States of needed 
revenues. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and any legislation enacted pursuant to 
this resolution assume that the President’s 
fiscal year 2000 budget proposal to change 
the manner in which any excess Federal gas-
oline tax revenues are distributed to the 
States will not be implemented, but rather 
any of these funds will be distributed to the 
States pursuant to section 1105 of TEA–21.

DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 160

Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. WELLSTONE, 

Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHN-
SON, and Mr. KOHL) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, as follows:

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,513,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,586,965,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,650,257,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,683,438,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,737,646,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,807,517,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,870,515,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,716,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,284,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$30,805,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$47,184,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$60,639,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$107,275,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$133,754,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$148,692,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$175,195,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,457,294,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,488,477,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,562,013,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,614,278,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,667,843,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,699,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,754,567,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,815,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,875,969,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,513,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,584,066,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,640,426,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,668,608,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,717,883,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,782,697,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,842,699,000,000.

On page 28, strike beginning with line 13 
through page 31, line 19, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $244,390,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,088,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,873,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,620,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,411,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,886,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,674,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $287,576,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,384,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $299,942,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $300,126,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $306,155,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $306,593,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $312,047,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $312,948,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $325,315,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $326,766,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $335,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $337,104,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $136,989,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$762,544,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and

VOINOVICH AMENDMENT NO. 161

Mr. VOINOVICH proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$7,433,000,000. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$53,118,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$32,303,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$49,180,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$62,637,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$109,275,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$135,754,000,000. 

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 
$150,692,000,000. 

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 
$177,195,000,000. 

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 
$7,433,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$53,118,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$32,303,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$49,180,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$62,637,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$109,275,000,000. 

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 
$135,754,000,000. 

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 
$150,692,000,000. 

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 
$177,195,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$165,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$1,566,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$3,8924,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$6,114,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$9,232,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$13,931,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$20,801,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$29,114,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$38,871,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$165,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$1,566,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$3,892,000,000. 
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On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$6,114,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$9,232,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$13,931,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$20,801,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$29,114,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$38,871,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$7,598,000,000. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$54,684,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$36,195,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$55,294,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$71,869,000,000. 
On page 5, line 24, increase the amount by 

$123,206,000,000. 
On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by 

$156,555,000,000. 
On page 6, line 1, increase the amount by 

$179,806,000,000.
On page 6, line 2, increase the amount by 

$216,066,000,000. 
On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$7,598,000,000. 
On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$62,282,000,000. 
On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$98,477,000,000. 
On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$153,771,000,000. 
On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$225,640,000,000. 
On page 6, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$348,846,000,000. 
On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$505,401,000,000. 
On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$685,207,000,000. 
On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$901,273,000,000. 
On page 6, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$7,598,000,000. 
On page 6, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$62,282,000,000. 
On page 6, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$98,477,000,000. 
On page 6, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$153,771,000,000. 
On page 6, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$225,640,000,000. 
On page 6, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$348,846,000,000. 
On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$505,401,000,000. 
On page 6, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$685,207,000,000. 
On page 7, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$901,273,000,000. 
On page 37, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$165,000,000. 
On page 37, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$165,000,000. 
On page 37, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$1,566,000,000. 
On page 37, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$1,566,000,000. 
On page 37, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$3,892,000,000. 
On page 37, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$3,892,000,000. 
On page 37, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$6,114,000,000. 
On page 37, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$6,114,000,000. 
On page 37, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$9,232,000,000. 

On page 37, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$9,232,000,000. 

On page 37, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$13,931,000,000. 

On page 37, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$13,931,000,000. 

On page 38, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$20,801,000,000. 

On page 38, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$20,801,000,000. 

On page 38, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$29,114,000,000. 

On page 38, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$29,114,000,000. 

On page 38, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$38,871,000,000. 

On page 38, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$38,871,000,000. 

On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and 
lines 15 through 19. 

Strike section 201.

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 162

Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. KERRY, and Mrs. MURRAY) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows:

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,438,628,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,461,410,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,538,283,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,592,543,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,656,146,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,689,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,743,602,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,813,532,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,876,549,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$4,019,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$46,866,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$25,035,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$41,606,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$54,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$101,451,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$127,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$142,677,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$169,161,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,433,484,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,462,731,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,494,665,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,567,714,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,619,458,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,673,026,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,704,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,759,769,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,820,952,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,881,193,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,438,628,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,461,410,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,538,283,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,589,644,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,646,315,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2006: $1,674,432,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,723,839,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,788,712,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,848,733,000,000. 
On page 21, strike beginning with line 20 

through 23, line 11, and insert the following: 
(9) COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

(450): 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,898,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,273,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,141,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,077,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,919,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,243,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,232,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,217,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,694,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,213,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,121,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $9,219,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,755,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,223,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,751,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,232,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,237,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,722,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5. 
Change $142,034,000,000 to $117,526,000,000. 
Change $777,587,000,000 to $713,363,000,000. 

CRAPO (AND GRAMS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 163

Mr. CRAPO (for himself and Mr. 
GRAMS) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR INCREASED ON-

BUDGET SURPLUS IN THE OUT-
YEARS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any additional on-budget 
surplus exceeding the level assumed in this 
resolution during the period of fiscal years 
2001 through 2009 as reestimated by the Con-
gressional Budget Office shall be reserved ex-
clusively for tax relief or debt reduction. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—The Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget of the Senate may 
reduce the spending and revenue aggregates 
and may revise committee allocations by 
taking the additional amount of the on-
budget surplus referred to in subsection (a) 
for tax relief or debt reduction in the period 
of fiscal year 2001 through 2009. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-

sidering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report that uses the addi-
tional on-budget surplus reserved in sub-
section (a) for additional Government spend-
ing other than tax relief or debt reduction, a 
point of order may be made by a Senator 
against the measure, and if the Presiding Of-
ficer sustains that point of order, it may not 
be offered as an amendment from the floor. 

(2) SUPERMAJORITY.—This point of order 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—Revised al-
locations and aggregates under subsection 
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(a) shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

GRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 164

Mr. GRAHAM proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

RECOVERY OF FUNDS BY THE FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT IN TOBACCO-
RELATED LITIGATION. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Federal Tobacco Recovery and 
Medicare Prescription Drug Benefit Resolu-
tion of 1999’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The President, in his January 19, 1999 
State of the Union address—

(A) announced that the Department of Jus-
tice would develop a litigation plan for the 
Federal Government against the tobacco in-
dustry; 

(B) indicated that any funds recovered 
through such litigation would be used to 
strengthen the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.); and 

(C) urged Congress to pass legislation to 
include a prescription drug benefit in the 
medicare program. 

(2) The traditional medicare program does 
not include most outpatient prescription 
drugs as part of its benefit package. 

(3) Prescription drugs are a central ele-
ment in improving quality of life and in rou-
tine health maintenance. 

(4) Prescription drugs are a key component 
to early health care intervention strategies 
for the elderly. 

(5) Eighty percent of retired individuals 
take at least 1 prescription drug every day. 

(6) Individuals 65 years of age or older rep-
resent 12 percent of the population of the 
United States but consume more than 1⁄3 of 
all prescription drugs consumed in the 
United States. 

(7) Exclusive of health care-related pre-
miums, prescription drugs account for al-
most 1⁄3 of the health care costs and expendi-
tures of elderly individuals. 

(8) Approximately 10 percent of all medi-
care beneficiaries account for nearly 50 per-
cent of all prescription drug spending by the 
elderly. 

(9) Research and development on new gen-
erations of pharmaceuticals represent new 
opportunities for healthier, longer lives for 
our Nation’s elderly. 

(10) Prescription drugs are among the key 
tools in every health care professional’s 
medical arsenal to help combat and prevent 
the onset, recurrence, or debilitating effects 
of illness and disease. 

(11) While Federal litigation against to-
bacco companies will take time to develop 
and execute, Congress should continue to 
work to address the immediate need among 
the elderly for access to affordable prescrip-
tion drugs. 

(12) Treatment of tobacco-related illness is 
estimated to cost the medicare program ap-
proximately $10,000,000,000 every year. 

(13) In 1998, 50 States reached a settlement 
with the tobacco industry for tobacco-re-
lated illness in the amount of $206,000,000,000. 

(14) Recoveries from Federal tobacco-re-
lated litigation, if successful, will likely be 
comparable to or exceed the dollar amount 

recovered by the States under the 1998 settle-
ment. 

(15) In the event Federal tobacco-related 
litigation is undertaken and is successful, 
funds recovered under such litigation should 
first be used for the purpose of strengthening 
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
and second to finance a medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. 

(16) The scope of any medicare prescription 
drug benefit should be as comprehensive as 
possible, with drugs used in fighting tobacco-
related illnesses given a first priority. 

(17) Most Americans want the medicare 
program to cover the costs of prescription 
drugs. 

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that funds recovered under any to-
bacco-related litigation commenced by the 
Federal Government should be used first for 
the purpose of strengthening the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and second to 
fund a medicare prescription drug benefit.

GRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 165

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, and Ms. SNOWE) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON OFFSET-

TING INAPPROPRIATE EMERGENCY 
SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume that—

(1) some emergency expenditures made at 
the end of the 105th Congress for fiscal year 
1999 were inappropriately deemed as emer-
gencies; and 

(2) Congress and the President should iden-
tify these inappropriate expenditures and 
fully pay for these expenditures during the 
fiscal year in which they will be incurred.

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 166

Mr. LAUTENBERG proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SAVING SO-

CIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE, RE-
DUCING THE PUBLIC DEBT, AND 
TARGETING TAX RELIEF TO MIDDLE-
INCOME WORKING FAMILIES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that—

(1) Congress should adopt a budget that—
(A) reserves the entire off-budget surplus 

for Social Security each year; and 
(B) over 15 years, like the President’s budg-

et, reserves—
(i) 77 percent, or $3,600,000,000 of the total 

surplus for Social Security and Medicare; 
(ii) 23 percent, or $1,000,000,000 of the sur-

plus for—
(I) investments in key domestic priorities 

such as education, the environment, and law 
enforcement; 

(II) investments in military readiness; and 
(III) pro-savings tax cuts for working fami-

lies; 
(2) any tax cuts or spending increases 

should not be enacted before the solvency of 
Social Security is assured and Medicare sol-
vency is extended twelve years; 

(3) the 77 percent or $3,600,0000,000 of the 
total surplus for Social Security and Medi-
care should be used to reduce the publicly 
held debt; and 

(4) any tax cuts should be targeted to pro-
vide tax relief to middle-income working 
families and should not provide dispropor-
tionate tax relief to people with the highest 
incomes.

LAUTENBERG (AND LEAHY) 
AMENDMENT NO 167

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; and follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON REAUTHOR-

IZING THE COPS PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) as of December 1998, the Community 

Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Program 
had awarded grants for the hiring or rede-
ployment to the nation’s streets of more 
than 92,000 police officers and sheriff’s depu-
ties; 

(2) according to the United States Bureau 
of Justice Statistics, the Nation’s violent 
crime rate declined almost 7 percent during 
1997 and has fallen more than 21 percent 
since 1993; and 

(3) enhanced community policing has sig-
nificantly contributed to this decline in the 
violent crime rate. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the Community Oriented 
Policing Services (COPS) Program should be 
reauthorized in order to provide continued 
Federal funding for the hiring, deployment, 
and retention of community law enforce-
ment officers. 

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 168–
169

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) proposed two amendments to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; and follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 168
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that funds will be 
provided for legislation—

(1) to provide 50–50 matching grants to 
build new schools, and to reduce school sizes 
and class sizes, so that—

(A)(i) kindergarten through grade 5 schools 
serve not more than 500 students; 

(ii) grade 6 through grade 8 schools serve 
not more than 750 students; and 

(iii) grade 9 through grade 12 schools serve 
not more than 1,500 students; and 

(B)(i) kindergarten through grade 6 classes 
have not more than 20 students per teacher; 
and 

(ii) grade 7 through grade 12 classes have 
not more than 28 students per teacher; and 

(2) to enable students to meet academic 
achievement standards, and to enable school 
districts to provide remedial education and 
terminate the practice of social promotion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 169
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL 
PROMOTION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that funds will be 
provided for legislation—
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(1) to provide remedial educational and 

other instructional interventions to assist 
public elementary and secondary school stu-
dents in meeting achievement levels; and 

(2) to terminate practices which advance 
students from one grade to the next who do 
not meet State achievement standards in the 
core academic curriculum. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 170

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. REID) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
and follows:

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING SO-

CIAL SECURITY NOTCH BABIES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Social Security Amendments of 

1977 (Public Law 95–216) substantially altered 
the way social security benefits are com-
puted; 

(2) those amendments resulted in dis-
parate benefits depending upon the year in 
which a worker becomes eligible for benefits; 
and 

(3) those individuals born between the 
years 1917 and 1926, and who are commonly 
referred to as ‘‘notch babies’’ receive bene-
fits that are lower than those retirees who 
were born before or after those years. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that the Congress should 
allow workers who attain age 65 after 1981 
and before 1992 to choose either lump sum 
payments over 4 years totaling $5,000 or an 
improved benefit computation formula under 
a new 10-year rule governing the transition 
to the changes in benefit computation rules 
enacted in the Social Security Amendments 
of 1977. 

BOXER AMENDMENT NO. 171

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. BOXER) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
and follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING 

FOR AFTER SCHOOL EDUCATION. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) The demand for after school education 

is very high. In fiscal year 1998 the Depart-
ment of Education’s after school grant pro-
gram was the most competitive in the De-
partment’s history. Nearly 2,000 school dis-
tricts applied for over $540,000,000. 

(2) After school programs help to fight ju-
venile crime. Law enforcement statistics 
show that youth who are ages 12 through 17 
are most at risk of committing violent acts 
and being victims of violent acts between 
3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. After school programs 
have been shown to reduce juvenile crime, 
sometimes by up to 75 percent according to 
the National Association of Police Athletic 
and Activity Leagues. 

(3) After school programs can improve edu-
cational achievement. They ensure children 
have safe and positive learning environments 
in the after school hours. In the Sacramento 
START after school program 75 percent of 
the students showed an increase in their 
grades. 

(4) After school programs have widespread 
support. Over 90 percent of the American 
people support such programs. Over 450 of 
the nation’s leading police chiefs, sheriffs, 

and prosecutors, along with presidents of the 
Fraternal Order of Police, and the Inter-
national Union of Police Associations sup-
port government funding of after school pro-
grams. And many of our nation’s governors 
endorse increasing the number of after 
school programs through a Federal of State 
partnership. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that Congress will provide 
$600,000,000 for the President’s after school 
initiative in fiscal year 2000. 

MURRAY (AND KENNEDY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 172

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. MUR-
RAY) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; and follows:

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,456,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,507,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,586,777,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,650,486,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,683,892,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,736,436,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,805,797,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,865,565,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$7,358,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,208,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$30,811,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$47,372,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$60,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$106,822,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$134,964,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$150,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$177,195,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,457,794,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,489,177,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,562,248,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,614,578,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,668,643,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,697,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,752,567,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,813,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,873,969,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,456,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,507,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,583,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,640,655,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,669,062,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,716,673,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,780,977,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,840,699,000,000. 
On page 23, strike beginning with line 14 

through page 25, line 3, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,373,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $63,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,049,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,430,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,995,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,947,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $75,069,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,023,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,948,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,264,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,118,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,229,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,643,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $79,133,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,909,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,144,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,389,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,051,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,059,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $137,750,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$767,552,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 173
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. MURRAY 

proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON WOMEN AND 

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) without Social Security benefits, the el-

derly poverty rate among women would have 
been 52.2 percent, and among widows would 
have been 60.6 percent; 

(2) women tend to live longer and tend to 
have lower lifetime earnings than men do; 

(3) during their working years, women earn 
an average of 70 cents for every dollar men 
earn; and 

(4) women spend an average of 11.5 years 
out of their careers to care for their families, 
and are more likely to work part-time than 
full-time. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that—

(1) women face unique obstacles in ensur-
ing retirement security and survivor and dis-
ability stability; 

(2) Social Security plays an essential role 
in guaranteeing inflation-protected financial 
stability for women throughout their old 
age; 

(3) the Congress and the Administration 
should act, as part of Social Security reform, 
to ensure that widows and other poor elderly 
women receive more adequate benefits that 
reduce their poverty rates and that women, 
under whatever approach is taken to reform 
Social Security, should receive no lesser a 
share of overall federally-funded retirement 
benefits than they receive today; and 

(4) the sacrifice that women make to care 
for their family should be recognized during 
reform of Social Security and that women 
should not be penalized by taking an average 
of 11.5 years out of their careers to care for 
their family.
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HOLLINGS AMENDMENT NO. 174
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. HOL-

LINGS) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows:

Strike Titles 1 and 2 of the resolution and 
insert the following:

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 
SEC. 101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 

AMOUNTS. 
The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for the fiscal years 2000 through 2009: 
(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 

the enforcement of this resolution—
(A) The recommended levels of Federal 

revenues are as follows: 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,442,647,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,508,276,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,563,318,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,634,149,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,710,896,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,790,713,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,871,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,956,209,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $2,045,710,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,424,759,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,451,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,481,268,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,544,059,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,597,397,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,665,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,705,251,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,770,344,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,840,865,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,910,187,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,406,584,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,431,899,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,449,260,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,512,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,566,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,631,828,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,674,724,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,737,435,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,810,214,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,880,338,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS OR SURPLUSES.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the 
amounts of the deficits or surpluses are as 
follows:

Fiscal year 2000: ¥$4,605,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $10,748,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $59,016,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $51,057,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $67,549,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $79,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $115,989,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $133,965,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $145,995,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $165,372,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 2000: $5,637,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $5,710,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $5,739,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $5,776,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $5,792,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $5,794,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $5,755,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $5,696,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $5,615,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $5,510,500,000,000. 
(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

priate levels of the debt held by the public 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $3,511,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $3,371,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $3,175,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $2,979,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $2,756,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $2,507,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $2,211,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,886,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,539,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,168,200,000,000. 

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $468,020,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $487,744,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $506,293,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $527,326,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $549,876,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $576,840,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $601,834,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $628,277,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $654,422,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $681,313,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $327,256,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $339,789,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $350,127,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $362,197,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $375,253,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $389,485,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $404,596,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $420,616,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $438,132,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $459,496,000,000. 

SEC. 103. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
Congress determines and declares that the 

appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, 
and new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal year 2000 through 2009 for 
each major functional category are at the 
CBO March Baseline On-Budget totals for BA 
and outlays, committee allocations and reso-
lution aggregates.

BOXER AMENDMENT NO. 175

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. BOXER) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TAX CUTS 

FOR LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME 
TAXPAYERS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume that Congress will 
not approve an across-the-board cut in in-
come tax rates, or any other tax legislation, 
that would provide substantially more bene-
fits to the top 10 percent of taxpayers than 
to the remaining 90 percent.

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that a 
hearing has been scheduled before the 

Subcommittee on Forests and Public 
Land Management of the Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

The hearing will take place on 
Wednesday April 14, 1999, at 2:00 p.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 415, a bill to 
amend the Arizona Statehood and Ena-
bling Act in order to protect the per-
manent trust funds of the State of Ari-
zona from erosion due to inflation and 
modify the basis on which distributions 
are made from the funds, and S. 607, a 
bill to reauthorize and amend the Na-
tional Geologic Mapping Act of 1992. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 
20510. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 24, for purposes of 
conducting a full committee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m. 
The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on Nuclear Waste 
Storage and Disposal Policy, including 
S. 608, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1999. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be granted permission to con-
duct a hearing on voluntary activities 
to reduce the emission of greenhouse 
gases Wednesday, March 24 at 9:30 a.m., 
Hearing Room (SD–406). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs to 
meet on Wednesday, March 24, 1999, at 
9:30 a.m. for a hearing on the Inde-
pendent Counsel Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 24, 1999 at 
9:30 a.m. to conduct a Hearing on S. 
399, the Indian Gaming Regulatory Im-
provement Act of 1999. The Hearing 
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will be held in room 485 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, March 24, 1999 at 
10:00 a.m. in room 226 of the Senate 
Dirksen Office Building to hold a hear-
ing on: ‘‘S.J. Res. 3, A Proposed Con-
stitutional Amendment to Protect 
Crime Victims.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 24, 
1999 at 9:30 a.m. to receive testimony 
on campaign contribution limits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 24, 1999 at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on In-
telligence Matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AIRLAND FORCES 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Airland Forces of the 
Committee on Armed Services be au-
thorized to meet on Wednesday, March 
24, 1999, at 2:00 p.m. in open session, to 
receive testimony on Army moderniza-
tion programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
OVERSIGHT 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice Over-
sight, of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 24, 1999 at 2:00 p.m. to hold 
a hearing in room 226, Senate Dirksen 
Office Building, on: ‘‘The Effect of 
State Ethics Rules on Federal Law En-
forcement.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on European Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, March 24, 
1999 at 2:00 p.m. to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION AND RECREATION 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-

committee on National Parks, Historic 
Preservation and Recreation of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 24, for purposes of 
conducting a subcommittee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 2:00 p.m. 
The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 323, a bill to re-
designate the Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison National Monument as a na-
tional park and to establish the Gunni-
son Gorge National Conservation Area, 
and for other purposes; S. 338, a bill to 
provide for the collection of fees for 
the making of motion pictures, tele-
vision productions, and sound tracks in 
units of the Department of the Inte-
rior, and for other purposes; S. 568, a 
bill to allow the Department of the In-
terior and the Department of Agri-
culture to establish a fee system for 
commercial filming activities in a site 
or resource under their jurisdictions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Personnel of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet on Wednesday, March 24, 
1999, at 10:00 a.m., in open session, to 
receive testimony on active and re-
serve military and civilian personnel 
programs in review of the defense au-
thorization request for fiscal year 2000 
and the future years defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Securities of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999, to conduct 
a hearing on ‘‘fees collected under the 
Securities Act of 1933’’ and ‘‘Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WESTERN HEMISPHERE, 
PEACE CORPS, NARCOTICS AND TERRORISM 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Western Hemisphere, 
Peace Corps, Narcotics and Terrorism 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 24, 1999, at 10:00 am, to hold a 
hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CONFERRING OF THE FRENCH LE-
GION OF HONOR ON WORLD WAR 
I VETERANS 

∑ Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to salute our veterans of the 

First World War as the French govern-
ment confers the Legion of Honor, its 
highest honor, on those living Amer-
ican veterans who served on French 
soil during World War I. I salute these 
brave men and women for their courage 
and for their sacrifice. For the past 
eighty years, they have taught several 
generations of Americans what it 
means to be a hero and what it means 
to be an American. 

Our World War I veterans fought be-
cause they believed in something be-
yond themselves, a greater good. They 
fought to preserve the best of human-
ity—democracy, compassion, and lib-
erty. Unfortunately, their fight ex-
posed them to the worst of humanity, 
the first modern war, with its machine 
guns, its trenches, its very inhu-
manity. 

‘‘The Great War,’’ ‘‘The War to End 
All Wars’’ is what they called it. It was 
so terrible, so inhuman that we be-
lieved that a calamity of that mag-
nitude could never happen again. But it 
did. The Great War became known as 
World War I as a second inhuman war 
consumed our world. 

Today, we owe it to those who fought 
in World War I, who we promised that 
it would never happen again, that we 
will make sure that it doesn’t. These 
medals and this promise are for our 
World War I veterans and for everyone 
who fought alongside them in the 
trenches. 

I offer this promise to our veterans, 
but I also ask for their help in keeping 
it. I ask them to teach their grand-
children and their great-grandchildren 
about what it meant to fight for such a 
great and costly cause. Together, we 
can make sure that our children and 
our children’s children never have to 
fight another Great War. ∑ 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE LIFE UNI-
VERSITY RUNNING EAGLE HOCK-
EY TEAM 

∑ Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to have this opportunity to 
congratulate the Life University Run-
ning Eagle Hockey team on their re-
markable season. Georgia fans all 
across the country have had the pleas-
ure of watching this team take its 
third consecutive American Collegiate 
Hockey Association Division II Na-
tional Championship. 

Head Coach Dan Bouchard has, in 
only three seasons, led the Life ice 
hockey team to one national runner-up 
position in the 1995–96 inaugural year 
and two division II national titles in 
the two subsequent years. This season 
brought the Running Eagles an impec-
cable record with 20 wins, 1 tie and 
only 5 losses. Through pool play and 
the championship round, Life had 5 
wins, no losses, and averaged 6 goals a 
game. 

Life University is fortunate to have 
an individual of the caliber of Dan Bou-
chard coaching their hockey team. Not 
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only are he and his assistant coaches 
teaching their players hockey skills, 
but important lessons for life—courage, 
stamina, tenacity and dedication. Al-
though he has enjoyed great success 
throughout his coaching career, his 
achievements go far beyond his great 
talent in coaching. He was a second 
round draft pick for the Boston Bruins 
in the 1970 American Hockey League 
where he was the co-winner of the 
Happs Holmes Trophy which honors 
the top goalie in the AHL. Coach Bou-
chard moved to the National Hockey 
League in 1972 where he gained a num-
ber of honors. In 1976, he was chosen to 
play for Team Canada and in 1979 he 
co-founded the Atlanta Sports Carnival 
which fund raises for leukemia re-
search at Emory University. I would be 
hard pressed to enumerate all of his 
magnificent life achievements and con-
tributions to Life University, the 
Marrietta community and to all of the 
athletes whose lives he has touched. 

In this year’s championship game the 
team quickly jumped ahead with a 4–1 
lead in the second period against 
Michigan State, thus setting the tone 
for defeat. With a final score of 6–2, 
they claimed their third national title. 
The Most Valuable Player award went 
to the Running Eagles’ Mark Brodeur 
who scored 12 goals and had six assists 
for a total of 18 points. He led the tour-
nament in scoring. 

Mr. President, I ask that you and my 
colleagues join me in recognizing and 
honoring the dedication and hard work 
of the athletes and coaches of the Life 
University Running Eagles. They have 
displayed their skills and dedication to 
excellence in hockey throughout this 
entire season and I extend my best 
wishes to them and congratulate the 
Life University Athletic Department 
on their continued success.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MERRILL S. PARKS 
JR. 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog-
nize the life and achievements of Mr. 
Merrill S. Parks Jr., the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation’s Special Agent 
in charge of Connecticut, who recently 
passed away after a brief illness at the 
age of 55. 

Merrill Parks began his career with 
the FBI 29 years ago in Montana after 
graduating from Memphis State Uni-
versity. He quickly moved on to serve 
in the FBI’s New York division where 
he worked from 1971 to 1975. While 
there, he became a supervisory Special 
Agent overseeing the investigation of 
organized crime and white-collar 
crime. 

Special Agent Parks’s success as an 
investigator earned him a reputation 
as an expert in dealing with organized 
crime. By 1979, Special Agent Parks 
had been reassigned to the FBI head-
quarters in Washington, D.C. to man-

age the bureau’s national program of 
identifying and infiltrating organized 
crime. He also initiated a long-term 
program that dealt with combating 
money laundering. 

One of Special Agent Parks most 
widely profiled accomplishments was 
his leadership of what became known 
as the Pizza Connection case. His expe-
rience and knowledge of the inner-
workings of crime families led to the 
successful prosecution of Mafia-con-
nected drug dealers who sold heroin 
through pizza parlors and bakeries. 

In 1986, Special Agent Parks was re-
assigned as an Assistant Special Agent 
in charge of Houston’s FBI office. The 
Houston area had been witnessing a 
growth of Mexican organized crime 
groups attempting to distribute drugs 
throughout the United States, and Spe-
cial Agent Parks’s expertise was en-
listed to help curb their illegal activi-
ties. Within the first year, under the 
guidance of Special Agent Parks, the 
Houston office solved 32 drug-related 
kidnappings. 

The course of Merrill Parks’s career 
eventually brought him to Madison, 
Connecticut in 1994, where he made his 
home with his wife, Patricia. In that 
year, he was also appointed to head the 
FBI’s Connecticut office. 

Vigorous in his determination to stop 
the flow of drugs and violence within 
our communities, Special Agent Parks 
faced the new task of eliminating 
gangs. Sadly, Connecticut, like so 
many other states, has experienced an 
emergence of gangs and gang-related 
crime in recent years. Special Agent 
Parks’s work in Connecticut was no 
less impressive and, as with his pre-
vious assignments, he was, once again, 
successful. In his first year working in 
Connecticut, Special Agent Parks infil-
trated one of the state’s most infamous 
gangs, the Latin Kings, and arrested 
numerous gang leaders. 

Realizing that gangs were a long-
term problem, he created a task force 
that for three years continued to mon-
itor and collect evidence on gang activ-
ity. Finally, in 1997, federal charges 
were brought against 20 Latin King 
members throughout the state, and his 
hard work ultimately led to the pros-
ecution of dozens, helping to rid our 
streets of gang violence. 

Mr. President, although Merrill 
Parks only lived in Connecticut for a 
short five years, the contributions he 
made to the state and the protection of 
its residents will be long remembered. I 
appreciated his willingness to always 
keep me and my staff informed of re-
cent developments within his office 
and his obvious concern for making 
Connecticut a safer place to live. His 
stay was brief but his accomplishments 
were many and on behalf of myself, and 
the entire state of Connecticut, I would 
like to offer our sincere thanks for his 
outstanding efforts. Merrill Parks is 
survived by his wife, Patricia, a son, 

Andrew, and a daughter, Meredith. I 
would like to extend my heartfelt con-
dolences to each of them on the passing 
of an outstanding father, husband, and 
law enforcement officer.∑ 

f 

SUBMISS 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
today I ask that the second portion of 
Mark A. Bradley’s article on the dis-
appearance of the U.S.S. Scorpion be 
printed in the RECORD. The first por-
tion of this article, which was featured 
in the Spring/Summer volume of the 
Journal of America’s Military Past, ap-
peared in yesterday’s RECORD. Mr. 
Bradley was awarded the James Madi-
son prize by the Society for History in 
the Federal Government for this arti-
cle. I will ask that the third and final 
portion of this article be printed in to-
morrow’s RECORD. 

The material follows: 
SUBMISS: THE MYSTERIOUS DEATH OF THE 
U.S.S. ‘‘SCORPION’’ (SSN 589), PART II 

(By Mark A. Bradley) 

While the theory of Russian involvement is 
tantalizing, it is highly unlikely that the So-
viet Navy possessed the capability in May 
1968 to hunt down the Scorpion. Although the 
Soviets were on the brink of commissioning 
two new classes of hunter-killer and ballistic 
missile submarines—the Victor I and the 
Charlie I—fully able to contend with Amer-
ican sea power, they still relied heavily at 
that time on their vintage diesel Whiskey 
class submarines to shadow and challenge 
hostile warships. Slow and lacking advanced 
weapons and sophisticated electronics, the 
outdated Whiskeys were no match for the 
Scorpion. 

Similarly, the Soviet’s Echo II class nu-
clear submarine had limited capabilities. Al-
though the Echo II was armed with conven-
tional antisubmarine torpedoes, her main 
weapons were surface-to-surface missiles. 
According to U.S. intelligence estimates, the 
Echo II required over 25 minutes to surface 
and fire, ample time for the Scorpion to parry 
an attack and to launch one of her own. 
Moreover, the United States Navy did not 
begin to decommission its Skipjack class 
submarines until 1986. Until then, the sur-
viving five remained in firstline service, an 
unlikely practice for the Navy to maintain if 
it knew or suspected that the Soviets so eas-
ily had hunted down and killed the Scorpion 
nearly 20 years before. 

After rejecting Soviet involvement, the 
Court similarly discounted sabotage, a colli-
sion with an undersea mountain, a nuclear 
accident, a structural failure, a fire, an irra-
tional act by a crew member, a loss of navi-
gational control and, with far less certainty, 
a weapons accident. Although it found no di-
rect evidence that one of the submarines’s 
own torpedoes had exploded, the Court noted 
that on December 5, 1967, the Scorpion had 
confronted an accidentally activated Mark 
37 torpedo in one of it firing tubes and had 
sidestepped disaster by expelling it before it 
could detonate. 

Her standard method for deactivating a 
‘‘hot run’’—the Navy’s term for an acciden-
tally activated torpedo with a live warhead—
was to flood the tube with cold water, keep-
ing the torpedo cool, and turn the warship in 
a U turn more than 170 degrees, activating 
an anti-circular homing device that shut 
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down the projectile’s motor. Then her crew 
would drain the tube, install a propeller lock 
and jettison it. Small and battery powered, 
the Mark 37 was a wire-guided anti-sub-
marine torpedo that had a disturbing history 
of accidentally activating, particularly dur-
ing testing. In May 1968, the Scorpion had 14 
Mark 37s in an arsenal that included two 
Mark 45 ASTOR torpedoes with nuclear war-
heads and 7 other conventional projectiles. 

She also had a new commander. When he 
took over the Scorpion on October 17, 1967, 
Francis Atwood Slattery was 36 years old. 
From West Paris, Maine, he had graduated 
from Annapolis in 1954 and was a member of 
the Naval War College’s class of 1967. A 
former executive officer on U.S.S. Nautilus, 
‘‘Frank’’ Slattery was among a very small 
cadre of technically gifted offices the Navy 
had tapped for elite nuclear submarine duty. 
After promotion to the rank of commander 
on October 2, 1967, the Scorpion was his first 
command. 

His newness to command showed in Decem-
ber when navy inspectors gave the Scorpion 
an unsatisfactory rating after she failed a se-
ries of casualty drills involving her nuclear 
torpedoes and again in January when she en-
gaged in an advanced submarine versus sub-
marine exercise and received the lowest tac-
tical grade of all the participants. Neverthe-
less, by the time she was deployed to the 
Mediterranean in February, the Navy rated 
her fully ready and, by March, she was 
praised by the 6th Fleet Command Staff for 
begin a well-trained, well-run submarine. By 
April 1968, seven of her 12 officers and 61 of 
her 87 enlisted men were fully qualified in 
submarines, and the Court found no ground 
to blame either her officers or her enlisted 
men for what happen on May 22. 

As Admiral Austin closed his investigation 
and submitted his inconclusive findings, the 
Mizar found the Scorpion in the early morn-
ing hours of October 28, 1968, and began 
photographing the wreckage. Once all the 
photographic and sound recordings were col-
lected, Admiral Austin reconvened his court 
in early November and asked a special Tech-
nical Advisory Group comprising scientists 
and veteran submariners to pore over the 
newly discovered physical evidence. Admiral 
Thomas Moorer, the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, earlier had created this group to pro-
vide technical expertise to the Court. 

Headed by Dr. John Craven, the naval sci-
entist who in 1966 led the team that re-
trieved a hydrogen bomb that had plum-
meted into the Atlantic near Palomares, 
Spain, after two U.S. Air Force planes col-
lided, and assisted by the Naval Research 
Laboratory in Washington, D.C., the tech-
nical experts first examined the acoustical 
recordings and made a startling discovery—
the Scorpion had been heading east, instead 
of west toward Norfolk, when the first cata-
clysmic explosion erupted. The advisors esti-
mated that the first sound to register on 
SOSUS had been caused by at least 30 pounds 
of TNT detonating 60 feet or more below the 
surface and theorized that the Scorpion had 
been engaged in a hastily ordered U-turn in 
a desperate attempt to disarm a hot run tor-
pedo that exploded and caused uncontrol-
lable flooding. According to Craven, the hot 
run scenario was the only one that fit all the 
evidence. 

In a December 16, 1984, article published in 
the Virginian-Pilot & Ledger-Star, Craven 
related that the photographs indicated that 
the Scorpion’s torpedo room was still intact 
and had not been crushed by water pressure 
as she spiraled toward her watery grave. In 
that interview, Craven said he believed the 

torpedo room did not implode, pointing out 
that it was the first part of the Scorpion to 
flood after the explosion and already had 
filled with water when the submarine began 
to sink. Noting the absence of visible damage 
from outside the hull, he added that a tor-
pedo probably detonated inside the compart-
ment instead of in one of the submarine’s six 
firing tubes. 

Craven also noted that the photographs 
showed that several access hatches to the 
torpedo room were open. This meant they 
probably were pushed out by internal pres-
sure. The other SOSUS recordings were 
sounds of the Scorpion’s various compart-
ments collapsing and buckling as she bent 
like a piece of taffy as she sank below her 
crush depth and slammed into the ocean 
floor at a speed estimated to between 25 and 
35 knots per hour. 

Although the Court discovered that 
Schade’s May 20 operational order did not 
specify whether the Scorpion’s torpedoes 
were to be fully armed, it seems likely that 
Slattery would have exercised his discretion 
and ordered them ready as she approached 
the Soviet ships. If so, this would have been 
the first time in over a year that the Scor-
pion had engaged in an operation which re-
quired her tactical torpedoes to be fully 
loaded. She would have done so with a new 
torpedo gang and weapons officer. All her 
torpedo men had been replaced since her last 
operation, and her weapons officer had been 
relieved during her Mediterranean deploy-
ment. 

The Court speculated that the Scorpion 
probably had begun disarming her torpedoes 
by the time she broadcast her final message 
on the evening of May 21 because of the 
Navy’s strict policy forbidding submarines 
from entering Norfolk with fully armed war-
heads. If so, the investigators theorized that 
something as simple as a short in a piece of 
testing equipment accidentally could have 
activated one of the Mark 37’s batteries and 
triggered a hot run. Left with only seconds 
to react, Slattery would have ordered the 
Scorpion into the abrupt U-turn she was 
making when the torpedo exploded and filled 
her with rushing sea water. 

Almost immediately, the Navy’s Bureau of 
Weapons challenged the hot run theory and 
commissioned its own study to undermine it. 
The Bureau’s position was supported by Ad-
miral P. Ephriam Holmes, the commander of 
the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet, and Vice Admiral 
Schade. Both pointed out that there was no 
visible torpedo damage to the Scorpion’s hull 
in any of the thousands of photographs taken 
by the Mizar and Trieste II, that her weapons 
room showed no signs of a cataclysmic explo-
sion that would have followed as the war-
ship’s torpedoes erupted in a massive chain 
reaction, and that her torpedo firing doors 
were tightly shuttered. Moreover, former 
crew members were unable to identify any 
objects in her debris field that came from 
her torpedo room. 

Admiral Schade, a veteran World War II 
submariner and holder of both the Navy 
Cross and the Silver Star, told the Court 
that he believed the Scorpion simply was lost 
after she flooded and sank below her de-
signed operating capacity. Although unsure 
of how the flooding started, Schade specu-
lated that it happened while the submarine 
was at 60 feet or at periscope depth and that 
she already was full of water by the time she 
began to sink. In a letter to Admiral Austin, 
he wrote that he believed that the most like-
ly cause of the disaster was an accident in-
volving the submarine’s trash disposal unit. 

Located in the Scorpion’s galley, her trash 
disposal consisted of an inner door separated 

from highly pressurized sea water by a bas-
ketball-sized valve connected to a 101⁄2-inch 
tunnel. Although the inner door was sup-
posed to be mechanically prevented from 
opening while trash was being flushed, and 
the crew was trained to use a bleed valve to 
make sure no pressurized sea water was out-
side before ejecting waste, a broken system 
or valve coupled with human error could 
have unleashed a fatal chain of events as a 
torrent of high-pressure sea water roared 
through the submarine. Pouring through the 
Scorpion’s galley and swamping her oper-
ations center, the rushing cascade would 
have overwhelmed her pumps, washed over 
and shorted out her electric control panels, 
flooded over her huge battery several decks 
below and exploded into a deadly mist of 
fiery hydrogen and poisonous chlorine gas. 
With her crew dead or unconscious and water 
pressure squeezing her as she plunged deeper 
and deeper, the Scorpion would have im-
ploded as she rocketed nearly two miles to 
the ocean’s floor. 

Vice Admiral Robert Fountain (Ret), the 
former executive officer on the Scorpion from 
1965 until 1967, supports this theory. In a re-
cent interview, Fountain explained that the 
Scorpion normally came up to periscope 
depth to expel her trash and that she espe-
cially would have needed to do so after com-
pleting an underwater intelligence oper-
ation. He also pointed out that the sub-
marine had experienced flooding because of 
her trash disposal unit before. Some of the 
photographs taken by the Mizar and Trieste II 
appear to back Fountain’s claim. These show 
that all the submarine’s identifiable debris is 
from her operations center where her galley 
was located, and that a large section of her 
hull is missing where her huge 69-ton battery 
was stored. 

The Austin Court considered this theory 
and determined it was possible but ‘‘not 
probable’’ without further comment. More-
over, the several witnesses testified that 
they believed the warship’s safety systems 
would have deployed to save her if she was 
flooding that close to the surface. This as-
sessment might have been right if the Scor-
pion’s safety systems were fully working and 
certified, but they were neither. 

The Scorpion’s safety systems were a direct 
product of the worst submarine disaster in 
American history—the loss of U.S.S. Thresh-
er and her entire crew of 112 sailors and 17 ci-
vilians on April 10, 1963. It is impossible to 
overestimate what the Thresher’s loss meant 
to the Navy. A public relations nightmare 
during the very dangerous middle years of 
the cold War, the Thresher’s abrupt demise 
during test dives 220 miles off Cape Cod shat-
tered the myth of the service’s technological 
invincibility—much like the Challenger’s ex-
plosion did to NASA’s some 23 years later—
and caused acute embarrassment and unwel-
come political oversight. Not only did it de-
prive the Navy of its most advanced sub-
marine, but the disaster also spawned a 
round of congressional hearings and news-
paper editorials questioning the design, test-
ing and safety of the service’s underwater 
nuclear fleet. 

To combat these criticisms and regain its 
prestige, the Navy instituted its Submarine 
Safety Program (SUBSAFE). First initiated 
in May 1963 and formalized that December, 
SUBSAFE was designed to ensure the 
Thresher was not repeated. After months of 
exhaustive hearings, which produced 12 vol-
umes and 1,718 pages of evidence, the serv-
ice’s experts traced the Thresher’s sinking to 
a series of failed silver-braze joints and pipes 
that set into motion a deadly chain of cata-
strophic events that ended with the war-
ship’s main systems flooded and her ballast 
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system unable to muster enough air to send 
her to the surface. The investigators con-
cluded that once the submarine dove to her 
test depth of 1,300 feet, water pressure rup-
tured her pipes and created a two inch leak. 
This sent an unstoppable stream of icy water 
over her control panels that her crew was un-
able to stop because they could not reach her 
centralized shutoff valves in time. It stopped 
her reactor and sent her backwards and 
downwards as she lost all power. Unable to 
blow enough air into her ballast tanks 
through her narrow pipes—moisture in her 
pipes had frozen, blocking her air vents—the 
Thresher imploded as she fell over 8,000 feet 
to the bottom. 

In the wake of this, the Navy’s Bureau of 
Ships and the Ship Systems Command placed 
depth restrictions on all the service’s post-
World War II submarines—the Scorpion was 
limited to a depth of 500 feet instead of her 
standard operating depth of 700 feet—and or-
dered their inspectors and workmen to begin 
the time-consuming and expensive task of 
examining and replacing faulty sea water hy-
draulic piping systems and rewelding pos-
sible faulty joints in over 80 submarines. 
They also ordered the improvement of flood 
control systems by increasing ballast tank 
blow rates and the installation of decentral-
ized sea water shutoff valves. 

By the time SUBSAFE was instituted, the 
Scorpion was in dry-dock at the Charleston 
Naval Shipyard for her first and last full 
overhaul. Arriving on June 10, 1963, and re-
maining until April 28, 1964, she had nearly 
completed her repairs by the time the yard’s 
command received orders to implement the 
new safety requirements. Although workmen 
inspected the Scorpion’s hull and replaced 
many of her welds, they were not authorized 
to install emergency sea water shut-off 
valves. Moreover, the Naval Sea Systems 
Command deemed the interim emergency 
blow system the yard constructed unsuitable 
for service and ordered it disconnected. The 
Navy decided to defer installing these two 
systems until early 1967, the date of the Scor-
pion’s next scheduled overhaul. 

By then, the Navy had spent over $500 mil-
lion on SUBSAFE and estimated that it 
needed at least another $200 million more to 
certify all its submarines. In addition, severe 
outside pressures were forcing the Navy to 
rethink how best to allocate its already 
stretched resources. Faced with fighting an 
increasingly protracted war in Vietnam 
while meeting the unchanging demands of 
maintaining America’s global security obli-
gations at a time when the Soviets decided 
to expand and transform their navy into a 
full-blown blue water fleet, the service’s high 
command began to grope for new ways to 
meet its backbreaking obligations. 

Confronted now with the urgent need to 
launch more warships and to keep the ones it 
already had at sea, the Navy decided to delay 
installing full SUBSAFE systems in many of 
its older submarines. What prompted this 
shift started with a series of confidential 
memoranda and messages drafted in 1966 as 
the Navy sought ways to reduce the time its 
submarines spent in dry dock meeting 
SUBSAFE’s requirements. A Naval Sea Sys-
tems Command study of that era revealed 
not only the rising costs of this program but 
that approximately 40 percent of the average 
submarine’s time was spent undergoing re-
conditioning instead of serving at sea. 

The Navy’s leadership was clearly worried 
by the political fallout these statistics would 
generate. On March 24, 1966, the Commander 
of Submarine Squadron 6—the Scorpion’s 
unit—drafted a memorandum to Admiral 

Schade, Commander Submarine Force, At-
lantic Fleet that candidly admitted that 
‘‘the inordinate amount of time currently in-
volved in routine overhauls of nuclear sub-
marines is a recognized source of major con-
cern to the Navy as a whole and the sub-
marine force in particular and stands as a 
source of acute political embarrassment.’’ 
The memorandum blamed the Navy’s Bureau 
of Ships and the managers of the service’s 
shipyards for these problems and complained 
about the shortage of skilled workers needed 
to complete the overhauls, their poor plan-
ning in ordering critical materials on time, 
and the overall magnitude of what 
SUBSAFE required. It also warned that the 
Scorpion’s next scheduled reconditioning in 
November 1966 ‘‘will establish a new record 
for in overhaul duration.’’∑ 

f 

SMALL FARM RIDER AMENDMENT 

∑ Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want to 
speak briefly about an amendment re-
garding OSHA inspections of small 
farms, which I was prepared to offer to 
S. 544, the Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations bill. To expedite the 
consideration of this emergency legis-
lation, I withdrew my amendment, but 
I want my colleagues to know that I 
will continue to press this issue. 

As other Senators may know, the Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration, by statute, can enforce health 
and safety rules and investigate acci-
dents on farms or businesses of any 
size. 

However, a rider prohibiting OSHA 
from expending funds to carry out its 
statutory duty with respect to small 
farms has been attached to Department 
of Labor appropriations bills for the 
past several years. Small farms are 
those that employ ten or fewer workers 
and do not maintain a camp for tem-
porary employees. 

I want to emphasize that this prohi-
bition extends even to the investiga-
tion of fatal, work-related accidents. I 
am not speaking of malicious acts 
leading to deaths on the job—law en-
forcement authorities are capable of 
addressing those circumstances. I am 
speaking of deaths caused by prevent-
able health and safety hazards—haz-
ards that no agency other than OSHA 
has the capacity to address. 

Since the death of a sixteen-year-old 
Rhode Islander in an accident on a 
small farm in 1997, I have worked to ad-
dress this issue. 

Mr. President, it is heartbreaking for 
a parent to send a child off to a sum-
mer job only to see him die in an acci-
dent, and it is infuriating for these par-
ents to wonder whether other young-
sters now working on that job are safe. 

I am sensitive to the concerns that 
some Senators will have about pro-
tecting the interests of family farms. 
That is why I have attempted to only 
moderately amend the current rider. 
Indeed, my amendment only allows 
OSHA access to small farms if there is 
a death, and only for investigation, not 
punitive action. 

I have advanced this proposal in the 
hope of disseminating information 
about the causes of fatalities in order 
to prevent repeat tragedies and to 
bring a sense of closure to families who 
lose a loved one.

When I raised this issue during the 
markup of the Safety Advancement for 
Employees (SAFE) Act in the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee dur-
ing the last Congress, several of my 
colleagues expressed a willingness to 
work with me on this issue. Regret-
tably, there is little the authorizing 
committee can do, because the problem 
stems from an appropriations rider, 
and an appropriations bill is where a 
correction should be made. 

Mr. President, agriculture is one of 
the most hazardous industries in the 
United States today. We should take at 
least this minimal step to ensure the 
safety of agricultural employees. 

Last Fall, the National Research 
Council (NRC), an arm of the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS), issued a 
report entitled Protecting Youth at 
Work. Among its recommendations was 
the following related to small farm 
safety:

To ensure the equal protection of children 
and adolescents from health and safety haz-
ards in agriculture, Congress should under-
take an examination of the effects and feasi-
bility of extending all relevant Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration regula-
tions to agricultural workers, including sub-
jecting small farms to the same level of 
OSHA enforcement as that applied to other 
small businesses.

Mr. President, it is the opinion of the 
NAS panel that small farms should be 
subject to the same level of enforce-
ment as all other small businesses. In 
comparison to this recommendation, 
my proposed amendment is moderate, 
because, again, my amendment only al-
lows an OSHA inspection on a small 
farm following a fatal accident. The in-
spection could not result in fines or 
any other OSHA enforcement. 

During consideration of the SAFE 
Act in the 105th Congress, the Labor 
Committee voted for a provision re-
quiring an NAS peer review of all new 
OSHA standards. Today, we have a re-
port from the NAS making rec-
ommendations on OSHA enforcement 
on small farms. I hope that colleagues 
will keep that in mind and that they 
will remember that my amendment is 
not as extensive as the NAS rec-
ommendation. 

Mr. President, some have criticized 
my amendment as unfair to small farm 
owners. I am mystified by their argu-
ment. The only small farms to be im-
pacted would be those where an em-
ployee dies in a work related accident. 
Then, the only imposition the business 
would face would be an investigation: 
no fines, no enforcement, and no regu-
lation. If information could be dissemi-
nated to prevent just one of the 500 
deaths that occur annually in the agri-
culture industry, I believe this minor 
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inconvenience would be worth it. I 
know my constituents who lost their 
son feel that way, and I would venture 
to guess that many other families 
would feel that way too. 

Mr. President, I want to thank Sen-
ator SPECTER, Chairman of the Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, for his good faith ef-
forts to address this issue. His commit-
ment to continue working with me was 
a major reason for my decision not to 
proceed my amendment on the Supple-
mental Appropriations bill. I look for-
ward to working with the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and other concerned Sen-
ators in the months ahead.∑

f 

HONOR VICTIMS OF SCHOOL VIO-
LENCE BY ENACTING THE SAFE 
SCHOOL SECURITY ACT 

∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to state that today marks the 
first anniversary since the tragic 
school shooting in Jonesboro, Arkan-
sas. We all remember hearing about the 
gun shots fired by two young boys hid-
ing in the woods—shots that led to the 
tragic death of four of their classmates 
and a Jonesboro teacher. March 24th 
will forever be ingrained in our memo-
ries as the day our children’s safety at 
school was threatened in a way we 
could hardly imagine. 

One of the bills I introduced recently 
was aimed at keeping our kids in 
school. But solving the truancy prob-
lem is only one of the issues we must 
work together to tackle. Not only do 
we need to keep our kids in school, we 
need to keep our kids in school safe! 
The Safe School Security Act I intro-
duced last week is intended to do just 
that. 

Children should not have to fear for 
their safety while attending our public 
schools. At a time when violent crime 
in the nation is decreasing, ten percent 
of our public schools reported at least 
one serious violent crime during the 
1996–97 school year. Because of this 
level of violence, 29 percent of elemen-
tary, 34 percent of junior high and 20 
percent of high school students fear 
that they will be a victim of crime 
while at school. The school yard fist 
fight is no longer a child’s worst fear: 
71 percent of children ages 7 to 10 say 
they worry about being shot or 
stabbed. In fact, 13.2% of high school 
seniors reported being threatened by a 
weapon between 1995 and 1996. We all 
know that a violent environment is not 
a good learning environment. 

Educators and law enforcement know 
that technology is the key to pre-
venting and reducing crime in our 
schools. Most of us understand the im-
portance of protecting our assets, yet 
we have neglected to protect our big-
gest investment of all: our school chil-
dren. The Safe School Security Act 
would establish the School Security 

Technology Center at Sandia National 
Laboratory and provide grant money 
for local school districts to access the 
technology developed and tested by the 
lab. Because Sandia is one of our na-
tion’s premier labs when it comes to 
providing physical security for our na-
tion’s most important assets, it is fit-
ting that Sandia would be chosen to 
provide security to our school districts 
throughout our nation. 

Increased school security not only re-
duces violent crime, it reduces truancy 
and property crime. The latest tech-
nology was recently tested in a pilot 
project involving Sandia Labs and 
Belen High School in Belen, New Mex-
ico and the results were astounding. 
After two years, Belen High School ex-
perienced a 75 percent reduction in 
school violence, a 30 percent reduction 
in truancy, an 80 percent reduction in 
vehicle break-ins and a 75 percent re-
duction in vandalism. More important, 
Belen realized a 100% reduction in the 
presence of unauthorized people on the 
school grounds. Also, Belen saw insur-
ance claims due to theft or vandalism 
at the high school drop from $50,000 to 
$5,000 after the pilot project went into 
effect. Clearly, the cost of making our 
schools safer and more secure is a good 
investment for our nation. 

The School Security Technology Cen-
ter will partner with the Law Enforce-
ment and Corrections Technology Cen-
ter in Georgia to facilitate the transfer 
of available security technology to 
schools that could benefit the most 
from such technology. The School Se-
curity Technology Center will also pro-
vide security assessments for schools 
so they do not spend limited school re-
sources on security tools that do not 
work. This bill will authorize 
$10,000,000 for schools to access the 
technical assistance from Sandia and 
to purchase security tools that fit their 
needs. 

This one year anniversary of the hor-
rible tragedy in Jonesboro should make 
it clear to everyone that it is time to 
focus on making our kids feel safe in 
school and ultimately putting kids 
first.∑ 

f 

SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY’S 
REMARKS AT THE AMERICAN 
IRELAND FUND NATIONAL GALA 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, last week, 
on the eve of Saint Patrick’s Day, the 
American Ireland Fund recognized Sen-
ator KENNEDY for his life-long commit-
ment to the Irish people and to peace 
in Northern Ireland. Senator HATCH 
and myself had the honor of intro-
ducing Senator KENNEDY that night. 
Today, I rise to recognize Senator KEN-
NEDY for his work on behalf of peace 
and justice here in the United States 
and around the world, particularly in 
Ireland. 

Before Ireland was in fashion, Sen-
ator KENNEDY was its loyal friend. 

Throughout the adult lives of most of 
the members of this body, Senator 
KENNEDY, his sister United States Am-
bassador to Ireland Jean Kennedy 
Smith, and members of their family 
have worked tirelessly, day in and day 
out, to better the lot of the least fortu-
nate of their fellow men and women. 
Senator KENNEDY’s efforts regularly 
reach across the borders of nation, race 
and religion. 

It was only natural, then, that the 
conflict and injustice in Northern Ire-
land would make a claim on Senator 
KENNEDY’s conscience. His unceasing 
interest in achieving peace in Northern 
Ireland was, and is, the one constant 
over the many ups and downs on the 
still bumpy road to resolving that con-
flict. He labors both as a distinguished 
representative of the United States, 
and as a loyal son of Ireland. 

Reflecting on the way Senator KEN-
NEDY has led so many of his colleagues 
down the tortured path that must in-
evitably lead to peace, I am reminded 
of the figure of the great Irish poet, 
William Butler Yeats, standing amidst 
the portraits of his contemporaries in 
the Dublin municipal gallery of art, 
and urging history to judge him not on 
this or that isolated deed but to:
Think where man’s glory most begins and 

ends; 
And say my glory was I had such friends. 

Mr. President, I, and many others, 
are most grateful to be able to call 
Senator KENNEDY both a colleague and 
a friend. 

In recognition of the honor he re-
ceived last week from the American 
Ireland Fund, Mr. President, I ask that 
the remarks he gave that evening be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow:
Thank you, Chris Dodd and Orrin Hatch, 

for those kind words. Bertie Ahern, Kingsley 
Aikens, Loretta Brennan Glucksman, Father 
Gerry Creedon, friends, family—and fellow 
immigrants! 

I just wish my parents could have been 
here. Mother would have loved everything 
you said—and Dad wouldn’t have believed a 
word of it! 

There’s an old Irish saying that half the 
lies your opponents tell about you are not 
true. 

But when your friends tell lies like that—
it’s beautiful. 

It is an especially great honor to accept 
this award in the presence of so many of 
those who were essential to the success of 
the Good Friday Agreement. 

The shamrock has three leaves, and I’m 
convinced that the peace agreement would 
never have been possible without the strong 
support at all the critical moments of the 
three greatest friends of Ireland in Amer-
ica—President Bill Clinton, Vice President 
Al Gore, and our truly indispensable peace-
maker, Senator George Mitchell. 

I welcome Bertie Ahern back to Wash-
ington. He deserves great credit for his own 
leadership during the peace negotiations and 
in the succeeding months. 

I also pay tribute to the leaders of the 
Northern Ireland political parties who are 
here—John Hume and Seamus Mallon, Gerry 
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Adams, David Trimble, Lord Alderdice, and 
Monica McWilliams. And I especially con-
gratulate John Hume and David Trimble for 
the well-deserved Nobel Peace Prize. 

I also welcome Secretary of State for 
Northern Ireland Mo Mowlam. And I salute 
Prime Minister Tony Blair, and many other 
Irish and British officials for their courage 
and determination not only in reaching the 
peace agreement, but in moving it forward, 
inch by inch, day by day. 

I’m reminded of the lines of Robert Frost 
that President Kennedy loved, ‘‘I have prom-
ises to keep, and miles to go before I sleep.’’ 

I am very grateful for this honor and my 
heart is very full this evening. In truth, I 
owe a great deal to two others in our fam-
ily—my sister Jean, the Ambassador who 
won the hearts of the Irish people all over 
again for our family. She made her own in-
dispensable contributions to the peace proc-
ess, and I know how much she looks forward 
to working with all of you on the Irish Fes-
tival she’s planning at the Kennedy Center a 
year from now. 

And, of course, my brother Jack. In fact, 
it’s because of President Kennedy that all of 
us are here this evening. During his visit to 
Ireland in 1963, he joined with President de 
Valera in creating the American Irish Foun-
dation, to encourage closer ties between 
Irish Americans and Ireland. 

A quarter century later, the merger with 
Tony O’Reilly and Dan Rooney’s Ireland 
Fund created the world’s largest private or-
ganization supporting constructive change in 
all of Ireland, North and South. So I say to 
all of you, well done—Erin Go Bragh! 

Jack would have enjoyed this evening. He 
was always ready to share his love of Ireland 
and all things Irish, especially with those, 
like so many of us, who have the map of Ire-
land on our faces. And he would have ad-
mired your skill in turning our ties of herit-
age and history into practical avenues of 
peace and prosperity for both our peoples. 

The bonds between America and Ireland 
have flourished from the beginning. There 
might never have been a United States of 
America without the timely support from 
Ireland two centuries ago. As President Ken-
nedy told the Doil on his visit to Ireland in 
1963, Irish volunteers played so dominant a 
role in our Revolutionary Army that Lord 
Mountjoy lamented in the British Par-
liament, ‘‘We have lost America through the 
Irish.’’ 

It is often forgotten that more than half of 
the 44 million Americans of Irish descent are 
Protestant. The impact on America of 
Scotch-Irish settlers from what is today 
Northern Ireland was profound. They made 
and continue to make immense contribu-
tions to our country. Andrew Jackson was of 
Ulster Presbyterian stock, and proud of it. 
Eleven other Presidents of the United States 
were of Scotch-Irish heritage, including 
President Clinton. 

Now, in our own day and generation, by fa-
cilitating the peace process, Irish Americans 
have a priceless opportunity to give some-
thing back to Ireland in return for all that 
Ireland has given us. 

To the Unionists in Northern Ireland, we 
say that we are your brothers and sisters, 
not your enemies. The vast majority of Irish 
Catholics in America bear you no ill-will. 
Our hope is that as your ancestors did for 
America, you will help to lead the way to 
peace for Northern Ireland. 

Many able leaders in the past devised what 
they thought were lasting solutions for Ire-
land. We know the high price that Ireland—
and Britain, too—have paid because of those 

failed solutions and the endless seeds of re-
pression, famine, partition and violence they 
sowed. 

It is the clear lesson of that tragic history 
that no settlement will last unless it is based 
on equality and mutual respect. These are 
the twin pillars of peace. The Nationalist 
community will never accept a role of sub-
servience to Unionism. And the Unionist 
community will never accept a role of sub-
servience to Nationalism. 

We know how far we have already come to-
wards these goals because of the Good Friday 
Agreement. People on both sides in Northern 
Ireland understand that progress best of all, 
because they see the true meaning of peace 
in their lives and their communities. The as-
cent to a peaceful future is nearly won, and 
they know how much is at risk. They are de-
termined not to slide backward into the vio-
lent past—and they reject political leader-
ship that would take them back. 

We talk of a thirty-year conflict. But its 
roots go back not 30 years, but 300 years, not 
one generation but 10 generations, before the 
Mayflower landed at Plymouth Rock. 

The Good Friday Agreement is the best 
new beginning of all those 300 years, and the 
people of Ireland and Northern Ireland know 
it. It was endorsed by decisive votes in both 
parts of Ireland as a clear mandate to their 
leaders, and history will not deal kindly with 
any leader who fails this test, or any others 
who return to the bomb and the bullet. 

The task now facing the Irish and British 
Governments and political leaders in North-
ern Ireland is to build greater momentum for 
full implementation of the Agreement. 
Clearly, there has been welcome recent 
progress. Last month, the Northern Ireland 
Assembly approved the designation of the 
Northern Ireland Departments and the group 
of cross-border bodies. Last week, Britain 
and Ireland signed historic treaties for closer 
ties. 

Further progress in these areas is depend-
ent on full implementation of all aspects of 
the agreement. We commend the work of 
General de Chastelain’s independent com-
mission on decommissioning, and we look 
forward to the important meetings taking 
place this week in Washington and in the 
weeks ahead. 

Inevitably, there will be new difficulties 
beyond this current one. But implementa-
tion of the Agreement offers the best way 
forward and the best yardstick to judge the 
policies and actions of all involved. The goal 
of peace is best served by prompt action on 
the Agreement. Those who take risks for 
peace can be assured of timely support by 
President Clinton, Congress, and the Amer-
ican people. 

Not all the guns have remained silent. The 
carnage inflicted on the town and people of 
Omagh last August was a grim reminder 
that, in spite of all that has been achieved, 
there are still some who subscribe to vio-
lence. As recently as yesterday, the cowardly 
murder of Rosemary Nelson reminds us anew 
of the urgency of our task. The horror of 
these atrocities unites all the people of Ire-
land and Great Britain, and friends of Ire-
land everywhere, in a determination that 
such tactics of terrorism will never again be 
tolerated or condoned 

Sectarian attacks, punishment beatings, 
and other acts of violence must also stop. 
They serve only to inflame division, recrimi-
nation and pressures to respond in kind. Re-
sort to violence is unacceptable. It is time to 
say enough is enough is enough is enough. It 
is time to replace hate with hope. 

We see the signs of progress in many ways. 
There is growing confidence that a new po-

lice organization will soon be born in North-
ern Ireland, capable of attracting and deserv-
ing the support of all parts of the commu-
nity. The Patten Commission has a mandate 
to produce these new arrangements for fair 
law enforcement, accountable to and fully 
representative of the society. Its report is 
due this summer. So progress on this critical 
issue is being made. 

Prisoners have been released. The British 
have reduced their troop levels to the lowest 
point in twenty years. Surely, only those for 
whom too long a sacrifice has made a stone 
of the heart can fail to see that the future 
lies with peace. 

We are heartened by the establishment of 
the Human Rights Commissions and we look 
forward to close cross-border co-operation on 
these vital issues. We also count on early 
progress on the review of the criminal laws, 
and the dismantling of emergency legisla-
tion. 

As preparations for the 1999 marching sea-
son begin, the situation at Drumcree re-
mains disturbing. We call on all involved to 
respect and uphold the decisions of the Pa-
rades Commission, and to recognize that 
progress can only be made on the basis of ne-
gotiation and agreement. 

The Ireland of our dreams is no longer a 
poor country. The dark side of emigration 
from Ireland now belongs to history. There is 
still poverty in Ireland, as there is in Amer-
ica. But we are witnessing one of the great 
miracles of economics, as the romantic Ire-
land of the past transforms itself into the 
high-tech Ireland of the future. Yeats would 
have appreciated it. In Easter 1916, a terrible 
beauty was born. At Easter 1999, an entrepre-
neurial beauty is being born before our very 
eyes. 

But the modern transformation of Ireland 
also means that we can no longer rely on the 
naturally renewing ties between Ireland and 
America created by successive waves of im-
migrants. We must work together all the 
harder, therefore, on both sides of the Atlan-
tic to keep our ties strong and vital. The 
growth of student educational exchanges be-
tween our youth can have a primary role 
—through college Junior Years Abroad, in 
summer schools, in the Mitchell and Ful-
bright Scholarships, and in the expansion of 
Irish Studies in American universities and 
American Studies in Ireland. 

Important though economic performance 
is, the challenges of the twenty-first century 
will come increasingly in the realm of the 
mind, the spirit, and the imagination, where 
Ireland’s strengths are especially great. In 
an increasingly global world, the contribu-
tions of peoples and nations will be measured 
by how well they enrich our common human-
ity. Ireland has enormous potential to be one 
of the brightest stars in this new worldwide 
firmament, and this challenge is an area in 
which the American Ireland Fund is playing 
a vigorous and impressive role. 

Starting before World War II, it was the 
custom of Eamon de Valera to speak to his 
Irish kinfolk in other lands, especially in the 
United States, and to tell them year by year 
on St. Patrick’s Day of the progress being 
made to build the Ireland of our dreams—an 
Ireland, he said, that ‘‘is destined to play, by 
its example and its inspiration, a great part 
as a nation among the nations.’’ His dream 
has long been our dream too, and how beau-
tiful it is to see it coming true, as we dedi-
cate ourselves anew to one of the truly great 
friendships in human history, the friendship 
of America and all of Ireland. 

In closing, let me say a final word to our 
friends from Northern Ireland who are here. 
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It is natural that we focus on the problems of 
the moment. But we do not overlook all that 
is good about your land—the ability of the 
people, their remarkable work ethic, their 
culture, and the vast potential of both com-
munities that will be unleashed by a peaceful 
future. 

We know the achievements of your leader-
ship, which have brought you to this thresh-
old of that future. President Kennedy would 
call you profiles in courage twice over—for 
your political courage in facing this extraor-
dinary challenge, and for your very real per-
sonal courage in facing physical danger 
every day. 

You’ve been asked to do a great deal al-
ready, and you’ve done it well. Now, you’re 
asked to do even more, because we know you 
will not fail. Blessed are the peacemakers, 
for they shall be called the children of God. 
Thank you very much.∑ 

f 

ANTI-SEMITISM IN RUSSIA 
∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my condemnation of 
anti-Semitic statements given by Com-
munist Party members of the Russian 
Duma. I believe that this is an impor-
tant issued that must be addressed. 

The Russian Federation vowed to 
fight against such discrimination when 
joining the Organization on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). In 
order to maintain this commitment, 
the Russian Duma must censure those 
in its ranks failing to comply with the 
recognized OSCE resolution. 

In the U.S., Congress has joined 
international organizations and the 
world community in denouncing the 
anti-Semitic statements. House Con-
current Resolution 37 asserts that Con-
gress: condemns the statements; com-
mends President Boris Yeltsin and 
other members of the Russian Duma 
for rebuking the anti-Semitic state-
ments; and reiterates our firm belief 
that such discrimination is counter-
productive to efforts toward true peace 
and justice. Furthermore, in dialogue 
with Russian leaders the U.S. has the 
opportunity to combat this hate-filled 
rhetroic. I believe it is of the utmost 
priority that the anti-Semitic state-
ments be given proper attention in dis-
cussions with Russian leaders. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
not only supported House Concurrent 
Resolution 37, but also in signing onto 
the letter to Vice-President AL GORE 
raising the issue of anti-Semitism with 
Prime Minister Primakove.∑ 

f 

50TH WEDDING ANNIVERSARY OF 
BARBARA AND HAROLD HARRIS 

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize Barbara and 
Harold Harris on the occasion of their 
50th wedding anniversary. 

Barbara Harris has dedicated herself 
to educating young people in America 
in the principles of representative gov-
ernment, imparting to them the vir-
tues of citizenship and democracy, de-
veloping in them the values of leader-
ship and civic responsibility. 

She has pursued this dedication 
throughout her career, first as an edu-
cator in public schools where her per-
sonal interest and commitment shaped 
the lives of thousands of students, and 
subsequently as a co-founder of the 
Congressional Youth Leadership Coun-
cil and the National Youth Leadership 
Forum, bold initiatives to carry her 
message of achievement and citizen-
ship to tens of thousands of the Na-
tion’s best and brightest young adults; 
This Congress and the Nation are in-
debted to her for these efforts and for 
her contribution to enhancing our two 
centuries old experiment in self-gov-
ernment. Throughout this distin-
guished career, Barbara has benefited 
from the dedication, strength, and de-
votion of her beloved husband Harold. 

I ask my fellow colleagues to please 
join me in congratulating Barbara and 
Harold on this most auspicious occa-
sion.∑

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE OREGON 
PARTNERSHIP 

∑ Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today in recognition of an ex-
traordinary group of people in my state 
who are working each day to protect 
our children and teenagers from the 
dangers of alcohol and drug abuse. 

The Oregon Partnership, led by Exec-
utive Director, Judy Cushing, is the 
only nonprofit statewide network of 
drug prevention services available to 
every community—rural and urban—
throughout Oregon. 

While we may talk about the impor-
tance of drug abuse prevention pro-
grams on the floor of the Senate, the 
staff at the Oregon Partnership are 
turning words into action with very 
limited federal resources. Their accom-
plishments and allegiance to the thou-
sands whom they serve, deserves re-
spect and additional federal support. 

Formed in 1993, the Partnership is 
governed by a volunteer, 12-member 
Board of Directors and has a statewide 
volunteer base of 500 educators, par-
ents, youth, health professionals, busi-
ness and faith leaders. Together, they 
share a common goal—to help the 
young people of Oregon help them-
selves and their peers—to lead produc-
tive and drug-free lives. 

Through these combined efforts, this 
group of dedicated volunteers is truly a 
partnership. With 73 coalitions that 
reach across the state of Oregon, the 
Partnership empowers communities at 
a grassroots level through a strong 
support network of resources including 
media relations assistance, event plan-
ning and training that targets the local 
needs of each community. In addition, 
the Partnership’s resource center pro-
vides communities and families with 
materials that provide answers to ques-
tions about alcohol, tobacco and other 
drugs. The Partnership also maintains 
a website that provides details about 

other available resources, materials 
and programs. 

Recognizing that information is only 
effective when it is available, the Or-
egon Partnership houses the only 
statewide 24-hour helpline with person-
to-person contact every day. The 
HelpLine/YouthLine currently re-
sponds to 2,000 calls per month from 
substance abusers, family members and 
friends who are searching for referral 
assistance and information about 
treatment programs and services with-
in their local area. 

What is truly exemplary about the 
Oregon Partnership, is that it provides 
these services through its network of 
volunteers. More than fifty profes-
sionally trained volunteers provide 
confidential counseling, information 
and local treatment referral for chem-
ical dependence and other addictions. 
Sixty percent of the volunteers are col-
lege and graduate students pursuing 
counseling careers. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Or-
egon Partnership is an example of what 
Congress intended for the use of federal 
drug prevention dollars. Unlike any 
other program in our state, the Oregon 
Partnership is the resource that serves 
as the link that keeps the chain from 
prevention programs to treatment 
strong. The Oregon Partnership is our 
first line of defense and the kind voice 
at the end of the phone that says, ‘‘Yes, 
we can help.’’

For these reasons and many more, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
formally thank the directors, members 
and volunteers of the Oregon Partner-
ship for their dedication and gracious, 
generous service to the people of Or-
egon as they work to eliminate drug 
abuse throughout our state: Judy Cush-
ing, Joyce Adams-Malin, Lloyd Dun-
can, Jennifer Fogelman, Jill 
Showalter, Kaleen Deatherage, Penny 
Labberton, Elizabeth Buskirk, Mary 
Ellen Apostol, Michelle Kromm, Ericka 
Ziettlow, Jennie Donnelly, Karla Bate-
man.∑

f 

DEMINING IN NICARAGUA AND 
HONDURAS 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last 
night, the Senate passed the Supple-
mental Appropriations bill, which, 
among other things, contains funding 
for hurricane relief for Central Amer-
ica. I am very pleased that the Supple-
mental also specifies that up to 
$2,000,000 should be made available for 
humanitarian demining activities in 
Nicaragua and Honduras. Hurricane 
Mitch has greatly exacerbated the 
problem of anti-personnel landmines in 
both countries. An estimated 100,000 
mines were placed in the Nicaraguan-
Honduran border area in the 1980’s by 
Sandanista and Contra soldiers. 
Demining activities to date have been 
diligent, but painstakingly slow, as 
over 70,000 mines continue to threaten 
the population. 
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While the problem has certainly been 

very serious, at least the areas which 
contained these mines in both coun-
tries were reasonably well known. 
Until Hurricane Mitch, that is. 
Mudslides and the tremendous volume 
of water that accompanied the hurri-
cane have carried mines into areas not 
previously contaminated. Two Nica-
raguan civilians were killed last fall by 
a mine in an area never thought to 
hold them previously. A U.S. Army 
study confirmed the new threat in 
many areas of Nicaragua. 

Imagine, Mr. President, the impact 
on reconstruction efforts in these dev-
astated countries if an American or 
other foreign national working to re-
build the infrastructure should be in-
jured or killed by a mine. 

Other Senators may be surprised to 
hear that one of the most effective 
ways to demine these areas is the use 
of man-dog teams. The explosive mate-
rial in mines emit a gas, which dogs 
can be trained to detect. Once a mine is 
detected, the dog is trained to imme-
diately stop and sit, and conventional 
demining can begin. Conventional 
demining amounts to metal detection, 
a painstakingly slow process which 
may detect thousands of discarded 
metal items for every mine found. Most 
surface area scanned for mines never 
had any to begin with. But the fear of 
mines keeps native populations from 
utilizing the land. Dogs can radically 
speed the process, and focus the efforts 
of human deminers into areas which 
actually contain mines. 

The Marshall Legacy Institute, re-
sponding to a request from the Inter-
American Defense Board, has proposed 
putting additional man-dog teams into 
Central America to speed the recon-
struction process. The proposal has the 
support of the Humane Society, and I 
hope the Administration will give seri-
ous consideration to supporting this 
proposal with these supplemental 
funds.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO A UTAH NATIVE 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to note a significant event in the 
life of a native son of Utah and for 
those of us here in Washington. After 
working for over thirty years in gov-
ernment and private service, Anthony 
T. Cluff is leaving the leadership role 
he has held at one of the preeminent 
trade groups in Washington, The Bank-
ers Roundtable. 

Few individuals have contributed so 
much to this city. 

Tony worked as an economist at the 
Treasury Department and later with 
the American Bankers Association and 
the Securities Industry Association. 
Then he spent 8 years on Capitol Hill 
as a member of the Senate Banking 
Committee staff and served several 
years as Minority Staff Director under 
Senator John Tower of Texas. He also 

served as a staff member to my father 
here in the Senate. 

For nearly two decades he has 
steered the association that represents 
the nation’s leading banks—The Bank-
ers Roundtable and its predecessor, the 
Association of Reserve City Bankers. 
During his tenure, he has elevated the 
prominence of the group, enhanced its 
message and provided his members 
with important professional guidance. 
Under his leadership, the Roundtable 
expanded its range of activities and 
took leadership roles in interstate 
banking legislation, payments system 
regulation, environmental liability re-
forms and addressing the challenges of 
new technology for the banking indus-
try. Most of all, Tony imparted to the 
association and its staff his values of 
hard work, doing what is right and 
speaking the truth; these values are re-
flected in the approaches that the asso-
ciation takes in working with govern-
ment. 

Tony Cluff was born in Logan, Utah, 
and has maintained his ties to Utah de-
spite spending most of his time in 
Washington. For though he has many 
responsibilities here, many of his fam-
ily and friends remain in Utah and the 
West. 

With long service to his country and 
to the industry he has represented, 
Tony is leaving The Bankers Round-
table to pursue other interests that 
will afford him more time to write, to 
be with his children and grandchildren 
and to enjoy life a bit more. He leaves 
his work ‘‘on top,’’ with an unblem-
ished record and with the knowledge 
that there are many in this city and 
throughout the country indebted to 
him. 

I want to wish Tony and his family 
the very best and express my thanks 
for all that he has done.∑

f 

KOSOVO RESOLUTION 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday morning, the President made 
it clear that efforts to achieve a nego-
tiated political solution to the Kosovo 
crisis had failed and that military ac-
tion in the form of NATO conducted air 
strikes employing US military equip-
ment and personnel was imminent. Al-
though I am very disappointed that the 
President did not include congressional 
leaders much earlier in this important 
debate, the fact remains that the Presi-
dent has begun the process, under his 
authority as Commander-in-Chief, 
which will lead to air strikes and will 
put the men and women of our armed 
forces in harm’s way. My vote sup-
porting S. Con. Res. 21 was, therefore 
cast, for the express purpose of con-
veying support for our troops who, at 
this moment, are ready to risk their 
lives on this very dangerous mission. 
My vote should not be interpreted as 
an endorsement of or authorization for 
any escalation to more extensive in-

volvement, such as the introduction of 
ground troops in this conflict. Indeed, 
before any such escalation of our mili-
tary commitment in this crisis is con-
templated, I believe the President 
should give Congress a more significant 
role in the debate than we have thus 
far and address many critical questions 
regarding US military involvement. 
Specifically, the President must clear-
ly explain what US national security 
interests are at stake, the mission ob-
jectives of our military action, the cost 
and duration of the deployment, and 
overall exit strategy. Failure to con-
sult with Congress on these important 
issues in a timely fashion would sig-
nificantly affect the extent of my sup-
port for any subsequent, broader US in-
volvement.∑

f 

SEVERE DROP IN PORK PRICES 

∑ Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
that two letters be printed in the 
RECORD. Senator BOND and I worked on 
an amendment to the supplemental ap-
propriations bill that would help the 
plight of the hog farmers in the state 
of Missouri and across the nation. 

The Missouri Farm Bureau, the Mis-
souri Pork Producers, the American 
Farm Bureau, and National Pork Pro-
ducers Council requested our assist-
ance, and we have responded by work-
ing with the Appropriations Committee 
to get an amendment included in the 
supplemental appropriations bill that 
makes $250 million available for farm-
ers struggling to survive the severe 
drop in pork prices. Under the amend-
ment, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture would be provided with $150 
million new funds and would be given 
the authority to use another $100 mil-
lion, that the USDA already has, to 
help hog farmers. 

It is the understanding of those of us 
that have offered this amendment 
today that the majority of the funds 
available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture will be used on behalf of our 
nation’s pork farmers. Last year, all of 
the major commodity groups received 
disaster assistance, but the hog farm-
ers received nothing. 

The letters from the Missouri Farm 
Bureau, the American Farm Bureau, 
and the National Pork Producers Coun-
cil define further the farmers’ interest 
in our amendment. 

The letters follow:
MISSOURI FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 

Jefferson City, MO, March 18, 1999. 
Hon. JOHN ASHCROFT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS ASHCROFT AND BOND: On 
behalf of Missouri Farm Bureau, the state’s 
largest general farm organization, I am writ-
ing to express our strong support of your ef-
forts to make additional funding available to 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture for eco-
nomic disaster payments to pork producers. 
We believe that waiving the existing cap on 
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USDA Section 32 funds and appropriating an 
additional $150 million to Section 32 will 
pave the way for the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide much-needed relief to 
pork producers. 

According to the University of Missouri, 
cash receipts for the U.S. pork industry are 
expected to average less than $9 billion in 
1998, a reduction of over $4 billion from the 
1997 level of $13.2 billion. Although hog prices 
have recovered from the historic lows experi-
enced over the October 1998–January 1999 pe-
riod, they remain far below the average cost 
of production. Economists have now esti-
mated the market failed to reflect normal 
supply and demand conditions last Fall when 
hog prices plummeted to 8 cents per pound. 
Studies indicate that under normal supply 
and demand conditions prices would have 
fallen to between $25.87 a hundredweight and 
$29.41 a hundredweight. 

Funds that will be available for direct pay-
ments under Section 32 will not compensate 
pork producers for all the staggering losses 
experienced in recent months. However, 
these funds will enable producers to relieve 
some financial pressure making it easier to 
survive until profitability returns. 

It is critical the Secretary of Agriculture 
understand the purpose of the pending 
amendment is to supplement existing Sec-
tion 32 funds and provide emergency assist-
ance to pork producers. We encourage the 
Secretary to work with Members of Congress 
and the agricultural community to develop 
the guidelines under which the funds will be 
administered. We do not support using the 
same parameters used for the recent Small 
Hog Operator Program. 

Thank you for your leadership on this 
issue. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. KRUSE, 

President. 

MARCH 18, 1999. 
Hon. JOHN ASHCROFT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ASHCROFT: The American 
Farm Bureau Federation and the National 
Pork Producers Council commend you for 
your efforts to help pork producers who have 
suffered due to the lowest prices since the 
Great Depression. 

We support your amendment to the FY 1999 
supplemental appropriations bill, which 
would provide $150 million to USDA for addi-
tional aid to hog farmers. As you well know, 
U.S. pork producers lost over $2.5 billion in 
equity in 1998 and are expected to lose an-
other $1 billion in equity in 1999. The na-
tion’s pork producers are facing another dif-
ficult year due to continued depressed prices 
and are looking to Congress for direction 
with regard to the recent economic disaster 
faced by the U.S. pork industry. 

AFBF and NPPC appreciate your efforts on 
behalf of the nation’s pork producers and 
look forward to working with you on behalf 
of agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
DEAN KLECKNER, 

President, American 
Farm Bureau Fed-
eration. 

JOHN MCNUTT, 
President, National 

Pork Producers 
Council.∑ 

EXTENDING THE PERIOD FOR 
WHICH CHAPTER 12 OF TITLE 11, 
UNITED STATES CODE, IS REEN-
ACTED 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 808, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 808) to extend for 6 additional 

months the period for which chapter 12 of 
title 11, United States Code, is reenacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered read a third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed at 
the appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 808) was considered 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

AMENDING THE SMALL BUSINESS 
ACT 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 774, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 774) to amend the Small Busi-

ness Act to change the conditions of partici-
pation and provide an authorization of ap-
propriations for the women’s business center 
program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
being no objection, the Senate pro-
ceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr President, today we in 
the United States Senate have an op-
portunity to take an important step in 
strengthening the Women’s Business 
Center Program at the Small Business 
Administration. The ‘‘Women’s Busi-
ness Center Amendment Act of 1999’’ 
authorizes SBA to make grants total-
ing up to $11 million annually to Wom-
en’s Business Centers throughout the 
United States. 

During the past decade, the number 
of women-owned small businesses has 
exploded. Women-owned small busi-
nesses are the fastest growing segment 
of our nation’s business community. 
Years ago, there was an advertising 
campaign slogan proclaiming that 
women ‘‘had come a long way.’’ I find 
that slogan very applicable to the pla-
teau now reached by women entre-
preneurs. During this time, women 
business owners have established them-

selves as a key component of our small 
business community, which has been 
the engine driving our economy during 
the 1990’s. 

The research foundation arm of the 
National Association of Women Busi-
ness Owners (NAWBO) has conducted 
studies which show that women no 
longer are having more trouble than 
men obtaining bank loans. However, 
obtaining a loan does not guarantee a 
business’ success. In fact, many small 
businesses that start out well capital-
ized end up failing. Success of a small 
business is usually dependent on the 
owner’s management capabilities. 
Women’s Business Centers offer help to 
women entrepreneurs who are looking 
to start a business or who already have 
a business by providing them with 
business and education training, in-
cluding marketing, finance, and man-
agement assistance. 

For the past three years, I have 
worked with Senator DOMENICI Senator 
KERRY, and members of the Committee 
on Small Business first to save and 
later to expand the Women’s Business 
Center Program. In 1996, when the Ad-
ministration sought to zero-out the 
budget for the program, I helped lead 
the effort to earmark funds for the pro-
gram within the SBA FY 1997 budget. 
Senator DOMENICI, Senator KERRY and 
I sponsored the ‘‘Women’s Business 
Centers Act of 1997,’’ which expanded 
the program from $4 million to $8 mil-
lion per year. This bill was incor-
porated into the ‘‘Small Business Re-
authorization Act of 1997’’ (Public Law 
105–135). 

Last year, I sponsored the ‘‘Year 2000 
Readiness and Small Business Pro-
grams Restructuring and Reform Act 
of 1998,’’ which included an increase 
from $8 million to $12 million and made 
other reforms in the Women’s Business 
Center Program. This bill passed the 
Senate unanimously; unfortunately, 
the House of Representatives was not 
able to act on the bill before Congress 
adjourned. In light of the pressing de-
mand to expand the authorization for 
the Women’s Business Center Program, 
I applaud the Chairman of the House 
Committee on Small Business, JIM 
TALENT, and the Committee’s ranking 
Democrat, NYDIA VELÁZQUEZ, for their 
efforts to push through House-passage 
of the bill so quickly this year. 

The ‘‘Women’s Business Center 
Amendments Act of 1999’’ brings us a 
giant step closer to achieving our goal 
of having at least one Women’s Busi-
ness Center up and running in each of 
the 50 states. Under this bill, SBA will 
be able to continue to fund the existing 
35 eligible Centers and provide seed 
funding to new eligible applicant Cen-
ters in states not yet served by the pro-
gram. 

The bill authorizes $11 million for 
Fiscal Year 2000 for the Women’s Busi-
ness Center Program; however, the Ad-
ministration has requested $9 million. 
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This summer I intend to work closely 
with Senator KERRY on legislation to 
allow Women’s Business Centers that 
have completed their initial three or 
five year Women’s Business Center 
grants with SBA to apply for another 
five year grant to allow them to be 
able to continue to provide the high 
level of service they are currently de-
livering to women small business own-
ers. Our initiative may require an in-
crease in SBA’s budget for the Wom-
en’s Business Center Program for FY 
2000, and I intend to study very closely 
the financial needs of the program. As 
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I will urge my colleagues to 
support an increase in the FY 2000 
budget for the program, if necessary, 
that will allow it to expand and meet 
the needs of the growing number of 
women-owned small businesses. I 
strongly believe we must pursue this 
course even if that means pushing for 
an increase above the amount re-
quested in the President’s budget re-
quest. 

Mr. President, it is critical that the 
Senate vote to approve the ‘‘women’s 
Business Center Act of 1999,’’ so that 
the Federal government can continue 
to help make small business ownership 
a reality for women entrepreneurs. I 
urge my colleagues to support this im-
portant bill.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will vote on H.R. 774, the Wom-
en’s Business Center Amendments Act 
of 1999. This bill will make small but 
important changes to the Women’s 
Business Center program. First, simi-
lar to the bill that Senator CLELAND 
and I introduced last Congress, it will 
raise the authorization for the centers 
from $8 million to $11 million. Sec-
ondly, the bill changes the matching 
requirements for centers; instead of 
raising two non-Federal dollars for 
every Federal dollar in the third, 
fourth and fifth years, centers will only 
be required to raise one non-Federal 
dollar for every one Federal dollar. I 
support this bill, thought I would pre-
fer that the authorization and funding 
were increased to $12 million to make 
it consistent with the legislation our 
Committee passed last year. This pro-
gram has been very successful in help-
ing women start and grow businesses 
and it deserves generous funding. 

Women-owned businesses are increas-
ing in number, range, diversity and 
earning power. They constitute more 
than one-third of the 20 million small 
businesses in the United States, and 
account for some $3 trillion in annual 
revenues to the economy. Addressing 
the special needs of women-owned busi-
nesses serves not only entrepreneurs, 
but also the economic strength of this 
nation as a whole. 

This bill further ensures that new 
and potential women business owners, 
who otherwise might be excluded from 
the economic mainstream of society, 

are afforded every opportunity to suc-
ceed through the Small Business Ad-
ministration’s Women’s Business Cen-
ters program. 

Centers are faced with the chal-
lenging task of teaching business ba-
sics and providing practical support 
and realistic encouragement. Massa-
chusetts has an excellent example of a 
Women’s Business Center—the Center 
for Women & Enterprise (CWE) in Bos-
ton. Andrea Silbert is a tireless execu-
tive director who effectively raises 
money, forges partnerships and designs 
thorough training and mentoring pro-
grams to help women entrepreneurs. 
When CWE trains an entrepreneur, she 
leans how to approach a lender for a 
loan, learns how to manage her busi-
ness, and gains an understanding of the 
hows and whys of marketing. Nation-
wide, women should have access to this 
type of quality, comprehensive train-
ing. 

It is clear that the centers are having 
a positive social and economic impact 
on the lives of many women and the 
communities which they serve. New 
clients continue to be racially and eth-
nically diverse: Some 40 percent are 
members of minority groups. About 
half are married, and half are single, 
widowed, divorced, or separated. 

While this bill addresses some impor-
tant issues, I am concerned about the 
unresolved problem of sustainability. 
How can established, effective centers 
that are at the end of the five-year 
Federal funding cycle continue to pro-
vide the same quality of services with-
out the Federal contribution? It’s their 
bread and butter, and it’s indispensable 
leverage that helps centers raise the 
obligatory matching funding. 

Agnes Noonan, executive director of 
the Women’s Economic Self-Suffi-
ciency Team (WESST corp.) in New 
Mexico recently reinforced this point 
when she testified before the Senate 
Committee on Small Business. With an 
89 percent growth in the number of 
women-owned businesses over the last 
decade and a 161 percent increase in 
revenues, it is sound economic policy 
for the Federal government to support 
programs which facilitate the training 
and development of women business 
owners. It follows that we would be 
wise to safeguard the investment that 
has been made to date in the infra-
structure of women’s business centers 
around the country. 

I believe we should find a fair way to 
let these centers recompete for the 
base funding. And we should do it this 
calendar year, before it’s too late and 
the centers have lost their Federal 
funding and are out of business. I will 
be introducing a bill to allow Women’s 
Business Centers to recompete for Fed-
eral funding in mid-April, when we re-
turn from the Easter recess. I hope 
that my colleagues with strong Wom-
en’s Business Centers in their states 
will join me in sponsoring recompeti-
tion legislation. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their continuing efforts to expand 
policies that allow women entre-
preneurs to grow and thrive. 

Mr. CRAPO. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered read a third 
time, and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and that 
any statements relating to the bill be 
printed at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 774) was considered 
read a third time and passed. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—H.J. RES. 26, H.J. RES. 27, 
H.J. RES 28 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed en bloc to the consider-
ation of the following resolutions 
which are at the desk: H.J. Res. 26, H.J. 
Res. 27, and H.J. Res. 28. I further ask 
consent that the Senate proceed to 
their consideration en bloc, and I fur-
ther ask consent that the joint resolu-
tions be read the third time and passed, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and the above occur en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

REAPPOINTMENT OF BARBER B. 
CONABLE, JR. TO THE BOARD OF 
REGENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 26) providing 

for the reappointment of Barber B. Conable, 
Jr. as a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 26) 
was considered read the third time and 
passed. 

f 

REAPPOINTMENT OF DR. HANNA 
H. GRAY TO THE BOARD OF RE-
GENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN IN-
STITUTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the next resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 27) providing 

for the reappointment of Dr. Hanna H. Gray 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 27) 
was considered read the third time and 
passed. 

f 

REAPPOINTMENT OF WESLEY S. 
WILLIAMS, JR. TO THE BOARD 
OF REGENTS OF THE SMITHSO-
NIAN INSTITUTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the next resolution. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 28) providing 

for the reappointment of Wesley S. Williams, 
Jr. as a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 28) 
was considered read the third time and 
passed. 

f 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report to 
accompany S. 92 be star printed with 
the changes that are at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXPRESSING THE SUPPORT OF 
THE SENATE FOR THE MEMBERS 
OF THE UNITED STATES ARMED 
FORCES WHO ARE ENGAGED IN 
MILITARY OPERATIONS AGAINST 
THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
submitted earlier today by Senator 
LOTT regarding support of troops en-
gaged in military operations in Yugo-
slavia be considered agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and 
that all Senators be added as cospon-
sors of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 74) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows:
Whereas the President has authorized 

United States participation in NATO mili-
tary operations against the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia; 

Whereas up to 22,000 members of the Armed 
Forces are presently involved in operations 
in and around the Balkans region with the 
active participation of NATO and other coa-
lition forces; and 

Whereas the Senate and the American peo-
ple have the greatest pride in the members of 
the Armed Forces and strongly support 
them: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate supports the 
members of the United States Armed Forces 
who are engaged in military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and recognizes their professionalism, dedica-
tion, patriotism, and courage. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on the Executive Calendar: Nos. 17, 19, 
20, and 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRAPO. I further ask unanimous 
consent the nominations be confirmed, 
the motions to consider be laid upon 
the table, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then return to legisla-
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

William Lacy Swing, of North Carolina, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Career Minister, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo. 

Robert A. Seiple, of Washington, to be Am-
bassador at Large for International Reli-
gious Freedom. 

The following-named Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service, Class of Career Min-
ister, for the personal rank of Career Ambas-
sador in recognition of especially distin-
guished service over a sustained period:

Mary A. Ryan, of Texas 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

The following-named Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service of the Department of 
Agriculture for promotion in the Senior For-
eign Service to the classes indicated: Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service of the 
United States of America, Class of Career 
Minister:

Warren J. Child

Career Members of the Senior Foreign 
Service of the United States of America, 
Class of Minister-Counselor:

Mary E. Revelt 
John H. Wyss

The following-named Career Members of 
the Foreign Service of the Department of 
Agriculture for promotion into the Senior 
Foreign Service to the class indicated: Ca-
reer Members of the Senior Foreign Service 
of the United States of America, Class of 
Counselor:

Weyland M. Beeghly 
Larry M. Senger 
Randolph H. Zeitner

The following-named Career Member of the 
Foreign Service for promotion into the Sen-
ior Foreign Service, and for appointment as 
Consular Officer and Secretary in the Diplo-
matic Service, as indicated: Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service of the United 
States of America, Class of Counselor:

Danny J. Sheesley 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
25, 1999 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 9 a.m. on 
Thursday, March 25. I further ask that 
on Thursday, immediately following 
the prayer, the Journal of the pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 

morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved, and the Senate then resume 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 20, the 
concurrent budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. CRAPO. For the information of 
all Senators, the Senate will reconvene 
on Thursday at 9 a.m. and immediately 
resume consideration of the budget res-
olution, with 10 hours remaining for 
consideration. Members should once 
again expect a busy day of debate and 
votes on remaining amendments to the 
budget bill, with a possibility of com-
pleting action on this legislation by 
late Thursday night. The cooperation 
of all Members will again be necessary 
in order to ensure a smooth and or-
derly process during the budget debate. 
The leader would also like to announce 
that if the Senate completes action on 
the budget resolution Thursday night, 
there would be no rollcall votes on Fri-
day. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume consideration of the budget reso-
lution to allow the consideration of 
two amendments to be offered by Sen-
ator GRAHAM, and following his re-
marks, the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have 

two amendments that I will submit. 
First is in the form of a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 164 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
that funds recovered from any Federal to-
bacco-related litigation should be set-aside 
for the purpose of first strengthening the 
Medicare trust fund and second to fund a 
Medicare prescription drug benefit) 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] 

proposes an amendment numbered 164.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

RECOVERY OF FUNDS BY THE FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT IN TOBACCO-
RELATED LITIGATION. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Federal Tobacco Recovery and 
Medicare Prescription Drug Benefit Resolu-
tion of 1999’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The President, in his January 19, 1999 
State of the Union address—

(A) announced that the Department of Jus-
tice would develop a litigation plan for the 
Federal Government against the tobacco in-
dustry; 

(B) indicated that any funds recovered 
through such litigation would be used to 
strengthen the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.); and 

(C) urged Congress to pass legislation to 
include a prescription drug benefit in the 
medicare program. 

(2) The traditional medicare program does 
not include most outpatient prescription 
drugs as part of its benefit package. 

(3) Prescription drugs are a central ele-
ment in improving quality of life and in rou-
tine health maintenance. 

(4) Prescription drugs are a key component 
to early health care intervention strategies 
for the elderly. 

(5) Eighty percent of retired individuals 
take at least 1 prescription drug every day. 

(6) Individuals 65 years of age or older rep-
resent 12 percent of the population of the 
United States but consume more than 1⁄3 of 
all prescription drugs consumed in the 
United States. 

(7) Exclusive of health care-related pre-
miums, prescription drugs account for al-
most 1⁄3 of the health care costs and expendi-
tures of elderly individuals. 

(8) Approximately 10 percent of all medi-
care beneficiaries account for nearly 50 per-
cent of all prescription drug spending by the 
elderly. 

(9) Research and development on new gen-
erations of pharmaceuticals represent new 
opportunities for healthier, longer lives for 
our Nation’s elderly. 

(10) Prescription drugs are among the key 
tools in every health care professional’s 
medical arsenal to help combat and prevent 
the onset, recurrence, or debilitating effects 
of illness and disease. 

(11) While Federal litigation against to-
bacco companies will take time to develop 
and execute, Congress should continue to 
work to address the immediate need among 
the elderly for access to affordable prescrip-
tion drugs. 

(12) Treatment of tobacco-related illness is 
estimated to cost the medicare program ap-
proximately $10,000,000,000 every year. 

(13) In 1998, 50 States reached a settlement 
with the tobacco industry for tobacco-re-
lated illness in the amount of $206,000,000,000. 

(14) Recoveries from Federal tobacco-re-
lated litigation, if successful, will likely be 
comparable to or exceed the dollar amount 
recovered by the States under the 1998 settle-
ment. 

(15) In the event Federal tobacco-related 
litigation is undertaken and is successful, 
funds recovered under such litigation should 
first be used for the purpose of strengthening 
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 

and second to finance a medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. 

(16) The scope of any medicare prescription 
drug benefit should be as comprehensive as 
possible, with drugs used in fighting tobacco-
related illnesses given a first priority. 

(17) Most Americans want the medicare 
program to cover the costs of prescription 
drugs. 

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that funds recovered under any to-
bacco-related litigation commenced by the 
Federal Government should be used first for 
the purpose of strengthening the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and second to 
fund a medicare prescription drug benefit.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
resolution—‘‘The Federal Tobacco Re-
covery and Medicare Prescription Drug 
Benefit Resolution of 1999’’—urges the 
Administration to set aside funds from 
any Federal tobacco-related litigation 
for the primary purpose of strength-
ening the solvency of the Medicare 
Trust Fund and second to help pay for 
a Medicare prescription drug benefit. 

In the President’s January 19, 1999 
State of the Union Address he an-
nounced that the Justice Department 
was preparing a litigation plan to take 
tobacco companies to court and that 
the funds recovered from such an effort 
would be used to strengthen the Medi-
care program. 

The details of the Justice Depart-
ment’s litigation plan are still not 
known at this time. However, the 
United States Senate should be on 
record as to how any funds recovered 
should be spent. 

It is my belief that our first priority 
must be to shore up the Medicare Trust 
Fund which, by the most recent esti-
mates of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, shows the program going into in-
solvency in 2010. 

The second use of these funds should 
then go to help defray the costs of a 
Medicare prescription drug benefit.

While this resolution states clearly 
as to how these funds ought to be 
spent, a few things must be made clear: 

1. This resolution must not impede 
our efforts to address the immediate 
need among seniors for access to af-
fordable prescription drugs. We must 
do something now and must not use 
this resolution as an excuse not to act 
now. 

2. The funding mechanism for this 
benefit is not a tax, is not a payroll in-
crease, is not a premium increase and 
does not tap into the ‘‘surplus’’. 

Some of you might ask the question, 
‘‘Why should we look to the tobacco in-
dustry to fund a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit?’’

The answer to this question is clear. 
Tobacco companies produce a product 
that is responsible for millions of 
deaths and billions of dollars worth of 
tobacco-related illness in this country. 
Taxpayers should not be forced to pay 
for what the tobacco industry is pri-
marily responsible for. 

Medicare alone is estimated to incur 
more than $10 billion in expenses for 
the treatment of tobacco-related ill-
ness every year. This figure reflects 
what Medicare covers. What this figure 
does not reflect is the amount of 
money paid out of the pockets of bene-
ficiaries for all the outpatient prescrip-
tion drugs needed for the treatment of 
tobacco-related illness that Medicare 
does not cover. The types of drugs I am 
referring to include: 

Zyban—The only prescription drug 
available to assist smokers in quitting. 
This would be a key element in a 
smoking cessation and broader preven-
tion strategy. 

Bronchodilators—used in the treat-
ment of emphysema. 

Nitroglycerin—used in the treatment 
of angina pectoris (reduction in blood 
flow to the heart). 

Cholestyramine and Colestipol—used 
in the treatment of high cholesterol. 

Calcium Channel Blockers/Diuretics/
Beta Blockers/Vasodilators—used in 
the treatment of high blood pressure.

The use of tobacco products and the 
cost of treatment is draining the Medi-
care program. But it is costing Medi-
care beneficiaries their lives. 

According to the American Cancer 
Society, individuals who smoke have 
double the heart attack risk of non-
smokers. Cigarette smoking is the big-
gest risk factor for sudden cardiac 
death. And smokers who have a heart 
attack are more likely to die and die 
suddenly (within an hour) than are 
non-smokers. 

These are real costs that real people 
face every day. 

Combine these sobering facts with 
the overwhelming desire among nearly 
all our colleagues, the Nation’s leading 
policy experts, and most importantly, 
beneficiaries of the program, that pre-
scription drugs must be included in any 
reform of the Medicare program. The 
need for prescription drugs is undeni-
able. Just listen to some of the facts: 

80 percent of retired persons take a 
prescription drug every day. 

Annual drug expenditures for the av-
erage Medicare beneficiary are approxi-
mately $600. 

While individuals 65 or older rep-
resent 12 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, they consume more than one-
third of all prescription drugs. 

Excluding the cost of premiums, 
drugs account for almost one-third of 
the elderly’s health costs and expendi-
tures. 

Approximately 10 percent of Medi-
care beneficiaries account for nearly 
half of all drug spending among the el-
derly. 

By 2007, the Health Care Financing 
Administration projects that drug 
costs will make up over 8 percent of 
total health care spending (in 1996 this 
figure was 6 percent).

Combine this need with the fact that 
in a recent study published in the jour-
nal Health Affairs, approximately one 
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third of all Medicare beneficiaries have 
no prescription drug coverage at all. 

And the two-thirds of Medicare bene-
ficiaries that reportedly do have cov-
erage (through supplemental programs 
such as Medigap or employee-based re-
tirement health plans) have coverage 
that is not uniform, often limited, and 
frequently very expensive. 

A recent study conducted by the 
League of Women Voters and the Kai-
ser Family Foundation, in which over 
6,500 of current and future Medicare 
beneficiaries were interviewed on their 
views of reforming the Medicare pro-
gram, found that after fraud, waste, 
and abuse, the number one concern for 
beneficiaries is access to affordable 
prescription drugs. 

Advances in biotechnology and ge-
netic engineering have brought about a 
true revolution in the care and treat-
ment of patients. What once seemed 
science fiction in 1965 is today’s sci-
entific reality. 

In today’s, and tomorrow’s, health 
care system, prescription drugs are an 
integral part of every health care pro-
fessional’s medical arsenal. 

But these advances in technology 
have come at a price. A price that, for 
many seniors, is not affordable. Or 
even worse, forces them to make deci-
sions nobody should face. 

Decisions about purchasing drugs or 
paying the rent. Or skipping doses of a 
prescription or reducing the dosage to 
make it last longer—decisions that can 
often have serious health con-
sequences. 

What good are the best drugs in the 
world if nobody can afford them or 
they bankrupt people trying to do the 
right thing?

This is where this resolution makes a 
difference. This resolution says that we 
ought to find a way to pay for prescrip-
tion drugs. To pay for them in a man-
ner that is fiscally responsible. 

As I noted earlier, this resolution 
does not guarantee a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit since it is con-
tingent upon a successful litigation ef-
fort by the Justice Department. 

And, the size and scope of a benefit 
funded by such a recovery would be de-
pendent on the size of the recovery. 

To give my colleagues a sense of the 
potential size of a successful litigation 
effort, and using the recent State to-
bacco settlement as a benchmark, we 
could expect a Federal lawsuit that 
could match or exceed the $206 billion 
settlement of the States. 

So this is no small undertaking and 
has the potential to have far reaching, 
positive consequences for the Medicare 
program. 

This resolution would also prioritize 
the types of prescription drugs that 
ought to be funded. First priority 
would go to funding drugs used in the 
treatment of tobacco-related illness. If 
additional funds are available, the 
range of drugs could then be expanded. 

I want to reiterate that this resolu-
tion should not be used to take this 
distinguished body off the hook for ad-
dressing the immediate need among 
seniors for affordable prescription 
drugs. 

We must continue to work to find a 
way to handle this problem now. Our 
resolution, if adopted, would provide 
momentum for this effort and for the 
Justice Department’s litigation efforts. 

Finally, this resolution has the sup-
port of the nation’s largest senior 
membership organization, the Amer-
ican Association of Retired Persons. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. President, last week, we had very 
heated debate on the question of 
whether the Federal Government 
should designate a portion of the to-
bacco settlements received by the 50 
individual States and require them to 
use those designated funds for certain 
specific purposes. By more than a 2-to-
1 margin, the Senate rejected that pro-
posal. 

There were a number of reasons why 
the Senate rejected that proposal. I 
think they were strong and compelling 
reasons. They included the fact that 
the States had initiated these litiga-
tions against the tobacco industry 
without the assistance of the Federal 
Government, that the States were act-
ing responsibly in utilizing the tobacco 
funds; and I believe a persuasive reason 
was the fact that the Federal Govern-
ment announced its intention to ini-
tiate its own litigation against the to-
bacco industry for its loss of revenue 
through programs such as Medicare to 
tobacco-related diseases. 

This amendment builds upon that de-
bate of last week. It builds, also, upon 
a statement that was made by the 
President in his January 19 State of 
the Union Address in which the Presi-
dent stated that the Justice Depart-
ment was preparing a litigation plan to 
take tobacco companies to court, and 
that the funds recovered from that ef-
fort would be used to strengthen the 
Medicare program. The details of the 
Justice Department litigation plan are 
still unknown at this time. However, I 
think it is appropriate that the Senate 
should be on record as to how these 
funds, when recovered, should be uti-
lized. 

It is my belief that the first priority 
must be to strengthen the Medicare 
system, and that the most appropriate 
method of achieving that objective is 
to provide that the first call of any re-
covery from a Federal tobacco litiga-
tion would be to replace those funds in 
the Medicare trust fund that have been 
excessively expended in order to treat 
tobacco-related afflictions. 

Second is that those funds should be 
used to commence a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. Why is it appropriate 
that the second call for these funds 
should be to fund a prescription medi-

cation benefit? These reasons include 
that a substantial amount of the ex-
penditures for tobacco-related diseases 
end up having a pharmacological cost, 
and some of the most used and most 
expensive medications are those which 
are related to the treatment through 
prescription medication of tobacco-re-
lated diseases. Zyban, for instance, is 
the only prescription drug available to 
assist smokers in quitting their addic-
tion. Other drugs that relate to bron-
chitis, used for treatment in emphy-
sema, nitroglycerin, and used for treat-
ment of angina pectoris, a disease fre-
quently associated with tobacco use, 
are examples of the types of prescrip-
tion medications that are utilized in 
large part because of a tobacco afflic-
tion. The use of tobacco products is 
costing Medicare by draining its re-
sources. But it is costing the Medicare 
beneficiaries potentially their lives. 

According to the American Cancer 
Society, individuals who smoke have 
double the heart attack risk of non-
smokers. Therefore, they are more 
likely to require the medication associ-
ated with heart disease. Cigarette 
smoking is the biggest risk factor for 
sudden cardiac death. Smokers who 
had a heart attack are more likely to 
die, and die suddenly, than non-
smokers. These are real costs, these 
are real people whose lives are at 
stake. 

Mr. President, just listen to some of 
the facts in terms of the use by our 
Medicare beneficiary population of pre-
scription medication—medication 
which today is not covered by the 
Medicare program. Eighty percent of 
retired persons take at least one pre-
scribed drug every day. 

Annual drug expenditures for the av-
erage Medicare beneficiary is $600. 
While individuals 65 or older represent 
only 12 percent of the United States 
population, they consume more than 
one-third of all prescription drugs. Ex-
cluding the cost of premiums, drugs ac-
count for almost one-third of the 
elderly’s health costs and expenditures. 
Approximately 10 percent of Medicare 
beneficiary accounts for nearly half of 
all drug spending among the elderly. 

By the year 2007, the Health Care Fi-
nance Administration projects that 
drug costs will make up over eight per-
cent of total health care spending. This 
compares to 6 percent as recently as 
1996. 

Mr. President, these are all reasons 
why it is appropriate that as the Fed-
eral Government commences its litiga-
tion to recover the cost that the Fed-
eral Government has expended through 
programs such as Medicare, that the 
first use of these funds should be to 
strengthen Medicare, and the second 
use should be to commence the funding 
of a prescription drug benefit. 

This proposal is receiving the strong 
support of groups which represent the 
interests of older Americans. The 
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AARP has officially endorsed the con-
cept of utilizing recoveries from the to 
be litigation by the Federal Govern-
ment for purposes of strengthening 
Medicare and then providing for a pre-
scription drug benefit. 

The American Association of Retired 
Persons is a strong voice in support of 
this proposal. 

Mr. President, I urge that my col-
leagues give their support in adopting 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask uanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from the American Association 
of Retired Persons. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

AARP, 
Washington, DC, March 24, 1999. 

Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: Thank you for the 
opportunity to review the ‘‘Affordable Pre-
scription Drugs for Seniors Resolution’’ that 
you plan to offer during the Senate’s debate 
of the FY 2000 Budget Resolution. I want to 
commend you for your leadership in calling 
the Congress’s attention to the issue of the 
high cost of prescription drugs and the dif-
ficulties older Americans have because out-
patient prescription drugs are not included 
in Medicare’s benefit package. 

Since Medicare was created over 30 years 
ago, prescription drugs have become more 
and more central to the delivery of high 
quality health care. As a result most health 
insurance plans for workers cover prescrip-
tion drugs. Medicare, however, does not. A 
huge challenge before us is to find an afford-
able way to provide prescription drug cov-
erage to Medicare beneficiaries in whatever 
health care plan they choose. 

Your resolution presents a way to help fi-
nance a prescription drug benefit through 
earmarking a portion of funds recovered 
from any tobacco-related federal litigation. 
AARP views this idea as a constructive ef-
fort to address a very serious problem for 
millions of Medicare beneficiaries. For years, 
the Medicare program has borne the cost of 
caring for people with tobacco-related ill-
nesses. It, therefore, seems fair and reason-
able that this health insurance program get 
a share of funds recovered from a Justice De-
partment lawsuit to fund a needed benefit. 
However, as you point out, your proposal is 
contingent upon successful federal litiga-
tion. 

Providing Medicare beneficiaries with a 
prescription drug benefit is an important 
issue for AARP and we are pleased that your 
resolution begins to address this. We look 
forward to working with you and other Mem-
bers of Congress on a bipartisan basis to in-
vestigate approaches for providing a Medi-
care prescription drug benefits and to ad-
dress the high cost of prescription drugs. 
Please feel free to contact me or have your 
staff contact Tricia Smith or Mila Becker of 
our Federal Affairs Health Team at (202) 434–
3770. 

Sincerely, 
HORACE B. DEETS, 

Executive Director.
AMENDMENT NO. 165 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Sen-
ate that the Congress and the President 
should offset inappropriate emergency fund-
ing from fiscal year 1999 in fiscal year 1999.)

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk, which is co-
sponsored by Senators SNOWE and FEIN-
GOLD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM), 
for himself, and Mr. FEINGOLD, and Ms. 
SNOWE, proposes an amendment numbered 
165.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON OFFSETTING 
INAPPROPRIATE EMERGENCY 
SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume that— 

(1) some emergency expenditures made at 
the end of the 105th Congress for fiscal year 
1999 were inappropriately deemed as emer-
gencies; and 

(2) Congress and the President should iden-
tify these inappropriate expenditures and 
fully pay for these expenditures during the 
fiscal year in which they will be incurred.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we 
learned last year that five years of fis-
cal austerity and economic growth had 
transformed a $290 billion deficit into 
the first budget surplus in more than a 
generation. 

I am dedicated to strengthening the 
nation’s long-term economic prospects 
through prudent fiscal policy. 

This discipline helped to create fa-
vorable economic, fiscal, demographic 
and political conditions to address the 
long-term Social Security and Medi-
care deficits that will accompany the 
aging of our nation’s population. 

These deficits threaten to undo the 
hard work and fiscal discipline of re-
cent years as well as undermine our po-
tential for future economic growth. 

But that success did not give the 
Congress license to return to the free-
spending ways of the past—especially 
since 100 percent of the surplus was the 
result of surpluses in the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. 

We owe it to our children and grand-
children to save this money until So-
cial Security’s long-term solvency is 
assured. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
last legislative action of the last Con-
gress made a mockery of our promises 
to be fiscally disciplined. 

In the waning hours of last fall’s 
budget negotiations, we passed a $532 
billion Omnibus Appropriations Bill. 

Included in that was $21.4 billion in 
so-called ‘‘emergency’’ spending.

Since that $21.4 billion could be ap-
proved without offsets, that funding 
came right out of the surplus—reduc-
ing it from $80 billion to $59 billion. 

That action would have been more 
palatable had all of the supposedly 

‘‘emergency’’ funds been allocated for 
true emergencies. 

But while some of the $21.4 billion 
was used to fund what had tradition-
ally been accepted as emergencies—
necessary expenditures for sudden, ur-
gent or unforeseen temporary needs—
much of it was not. 

For example, the Y2K computer prob-
lem received $3.35 billion. 

And $100 million went to a new visi-
tors center at the Capitol. 

These projects might be worthy. 
They might be mandatory. 

But to label them ‘‘emergency’’ 
threatens to undermine efforts to safe-
guard the surplus of Social Security. 

Even worse, this budgetary slight of 
hand was also used to increase funding 
for projects that had been funded in the 
regular appropriations process. 

For example, after previously allo-
cating $270.5 billion for defense, Con-
gress provided an additional $8.3 billion 
in ‘‘emergency’’ defense spending in 
the Omnibus Appropriations Bill. 

And that’s not all. 
Because these pseudo-emergency 

spending provisions were included in an 
Omnibus Appropriations Conference 
Report, they could not be removed 
without sending the entire funding 
package down to defeat. 

Members of both Houses were left 
with an unpalatable choice: shut down 
the government, or steal from our chil-
dren’s and grandchildren’s Social Secu-
rity surplus. 

Mr. President, that’s not a choice. 
It’s a national disgrace.

It is vital that we institute an emer-
gency spending process that responds 
quickly to true emergencies without 
opening the door to misuse. 

We must establish procedural safe-
guards to deter future Congresses from 
misusing the emergency spending proc-
ess. 

We should not attach any emergency 
spending to non-emergency legislation 
or designate emergency spending meas-
ures that do not meet the definition of 
an emergency. 

Mr. President, in February I was 
pleased to join Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE 
of Maine in introducing legislation 
that will protect our newly won budget 
surplus from false, emergency budg-
etary alarms. 

We proposed three reforms. 
First, to create a point of order, simi-

lar to the Byrd Rule, that prevents 
non-emergency items from being in-
cluded in emergency spending. 

This will enable members to chal-
lenge the validity of any individual 
item that is designated an emergency 
without defeating the entire emer-
gency spending bill. 

Second, to require a 60-vote super-
majority in the Senate for passage of 
any bill that contains emergency 
spending, whether it is designated an 
‘‘emergency’’ spending bill or not. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:53 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00151 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S24MR9.005 S24MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE5644 March 24, 1999
This will encourage Congress to ei-

ther pay for supplemental appropria-
tions or make sure they represent a 
true emergency. 

And third, to make all proposed 
emergency spending subject to a 60-
vote point of order in the Senate. 

This rule will help to prevent non-
emergency items from ever being in-
cluded in emergency legislation. 

But even if passed, our legislation 
will not be the total cure for Congress’ 
budding addiction to emergency spend-
ing. 

In the short term, it is vital that we 
immediately replenish the surplus with 
the funds that were ‘‘borrowed’’ last 
fall.

On the day after passage of the Omni-
bus Appropriations Act—October 21, 
1998—I wrote the President and asked 
that the federal government commit 
itself to restoring funding the the non-
traditional ‘‘emergency’’ items during 
this fiscal year. 

I did not receive a response. 
So in January, I again wrote to the 

President and made the same request 
for a commitment to fiscal discipline. 

Once again, I have not received a re-
sponse. 

And on January 18, 1999, Roll Call 
published an opinion piece of mine in 
which I asked the President to address 
this subject in his State of the Union 
address. 

He did not. 
Fortunately, the United States Con-

stitution says that the Congress need 
not wait for the President. 

We can—and must—take the steps 
necessary to restore the budget surplus 
to its previous levels. 

And we must do that now, before the 
urge to spend the surplus becomes a 
full-fledged addiction. 

To that end, tonight I am intro-
ducing a Sense of the Senate Resolu-
tion that starts the process of recti-
fying last fall’s budgetary process. 

Its message is simple: Congress and 
the President should restore those 
funds that were inappropriately 
deemed as emergencies and taken from 
the budget surplus. 

Mr. President, as we debate the first 
post-deficit Budget Resolution in more 
than a quarter-century, it is vital that 
the American people know that we will 
maintain the fiscal discipline that has 
helped to produce our favorable eco-
nomic climate. 

Fiscal responsibility means taking 
responsibility for our mistakes—and 
ensuring that we do not misuse our 
emergency spending powers. 

The next Congress that leaves the 
door wide open to raids on the surplus 
will be the one that passes on more 
debt—and a less secure Social Security 
system—to our children and grand-
children. 

Mr. President, we have heard much 
today—and I particularly commend 
you and Senator GRAMS of Minnesota 

for the amendment that you just of-
fered—on the subject of locking up the 
non-Social Security surplus in excess 
of that which is currently anticipated. 
We have considered several proposals 
throughout the day today. I anticipate 
other proposals of a similar nature will 
be considered tomorrow. I believe there 
is a strong resolve among the Members 
of the Senate to protect both the So-
cial Security surplus and the non-So-
cial Security surplus and to use it for 
appropriate purposes. 

I might say personally that I believe 
the first use of the money should be to 
reduce the enormous national debt 
that we have accumulated over the last 
30 years, and I will advocate that be 
the priority purpose. Unless we first di-
rect our attention to protecting the 
surplus itself, there won’t be anything 
left, no matter how tightly it is con-
tained in a lockbox to be used for any 
of these desirable ends. So our first 
goal must be to focus on how can we 
protect the surplus itself, and then see 
that the surplus is used for appropriate 
purposes. 

Recently, Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE 
and myself introduced legislation 
which was intended to close one of the 
loopholes which you, Mr. President, 
have just alluded to. That was a major 
source of leakage of the surplus as re-
cently as October of last year. That 
was the inappropriate use of the so-
called ‘‘emergency appropriations ac-
count.’’ Certainly there are emer-
gencies. We have a policy that where 
there are emergencies defined as being 
‘‘unexpected events,’’ particularly of a 
scale that is beyond the capacity of a 
local community to appropriately re-
spond without Federal assistance, that 
for those true emergencies we do not 
require that there be an offset in 
spending, or a tax increase to pay for 
them. The problem is that last October 
an appropriate public policy for true 
emergencies was stretched out of rec-
ognition by having many other items 
which had never in the past been 
thought of as emergencies included in 
that emergency account, and suddenly 
over $21 billion was expended. It was 
expended in a way, Mr. President, be-
cause it was included in a conference 
committee report that was not subject 
to amendment that was no way to ex-
cise, to apply a scalpel to cut out those 
inappropriate items. 

The amendment that we are offering 
in the form of a sense of a Senate 
would commit this Senate to first ana-
lyst those items in that $21 billion 
emergency expenditure that is outside 
the traditional definition of an emer-
gency, and we would commit ourselves 
in this fiscal year and in the next two 
fiscal years when expenditures of those 
funds are provided for pursuant to our 
action in October to find offsets. That 
is, we would not continue to treat 
them as emergencies. Just because we 
made a serious error last fall, we are 

not committed to continuing to repeat 
that error this year, next year, and two 
years from now. 

Let me just illustrate with this graph 
why I think focusing on protecting the 
surplus is so critical. 

In 1998, we had a total Social Secu-
rity surplus of the $99 billion. The first 
thing that came off the top of that $99 
billion was that we had a $27 billion 
deficit in the non-Social Security ac-
count. The first use of the Social Secu-
rity surplus in 1998 was to pay the def-
icit, and the rest of the budget. Then in 
addition to that, in 1998, we designated 
$3 billion as emergency outlays, which 
meant that we didn’t have to either 
find new taxes to pay for them, or cut 
spending someplace else to replace 
these emergency expenditures. They 
came out of the surplus. What started 
out as a $99 billion surplus ended up as 
a $69 billion surplus. So effectively, $30 
billion that should have gone to pro-
tect the Social Security fund was 
drained away to pay for deficit else-
where in the Federal Government, and 
for emergency accounts. 

In 1999, we start with a Social Secu-
rity surplus of $127 billion. Again, the 
first call on that was to pay the deficit 
in the rest of the Federal Government, 
which, fortunately, has significantly 
shrunk from $27 billion year before to 
$3 billion in the year 1999. But what 
ballooned was the emergency account. 
This is where that October raid on the 
surplus showed up in our 1999 account 
with a $13 billion hit against the Social 
Security surplus. 

Last year we lost $16 billion that 
should have gone to protect the sol-
vency of the Social Security fund and 
was used to fund other Federal deficits, 
emergencies, a significant proportion 
of which were emergencies in name 
only. 

We have already started to ‘‘cook the 
cake’’ for the year 2000 where we are 
projecting a non-Social Security def-
icit of $5 billion. 

I was pleased with some of the re-
marks that our Presiding Officer made 
earlier this evening in which he indi-
cated that maybe when the next esti-
mate of our national fiscal position 
based on the strength of the economy 
is made we will in fact not face this $5 
billion deficit in fiscal year 2000. I hope 
his prophesy comes to be. 

But we also have already added $5 
billion by the emergency, so-called 
emergency, expenditures of October of 
1998, to the year 2000 fiscal year. So, 
with a $138 billion Social Security sur-
plus, we are going to be reducing it by 
$10 billion to pay off deficits elsewhere 
and these emergency accounts. 

So the amendment we are offering 
states that we commit ourselves that 
we will first closely scrutinize those 
items which were listed as an emer-
gency in October of 1998, and for those 
that do not meet the test of being a 
true emergency, that we will commit 
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ourselves to find appropriate offsets to 
pay for those emergencies and not use 
them as a further raid against the So-
cial Security system and against the 
surplus which is to provide for its sol-
vency. 

Mr. President, I anticipate that not 
only on this legislation but on other 
legislation which will be presented by 
the budget and the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, we will be considering 
some fundamental changes in the way 
in which we deal with emergency ap-
propriations so we will not ever repeat 
the larceny against the Social Security 
trust fund and against the surpluses 
which support it that occurred late at 
night in October of 1998. 

I urge my colleagues to take the first 
step towards overcoming the indignity 
that we committed to the Social Secu-
rity system last October by commit-
ting ourselves to restore to the Social 
Security surplus those expenditures 
which were inappropriately listed as 
emergencies. 

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment when it comes before the Senate 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

AMENDMENTS. NOS. 166 THROUGH 175 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

send the following amendments to the 
desk. I ask that they all be considered 
as offered and laid aside and that re-
lated statements be printed in the 
RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The amendments are as follows: One 
from Senator LAUTENBERG, one from 
Senator SCHUMER, two from Senator 
FEINSTEIN, one from Senator HARRY 
REID of Nevada, two from Senator 
MURRAY, one from Senator HOLLINGS, 
and two from Senator BOXER. 

I ask, as I earlier said, they be con-
sidered as offered and laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator’s request for 
consideration of the amendments 
which were just read is agreed to. The 
amendments will then be laid aside. 

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 166

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on saving Social Security and Medicare, 
reducing the public debt, and targeting tax 
relief to middle-income working families.) 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SAVING SO-
CIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE, RE-
DUCING THE PUBLIC DEBT, AND 
TARGETING TAX RELIEF TO MIDDLE-
INCOME WORKING FAMILIES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that—

(1) Congress should adopt a budget that—
(A) reserves the entire off-budget surplus 

for Social Security each year; and 
(B) over 15 years, like the President’s budg-

et, reserves—
(i) 77 percent, or $3,600,000,000 of the total 

surplus for Social Security and Medicare; 
(ii) 23 percent, or $1,000,000,000 of the sur-

plus for—
(I) investments in key domestic priorities 

such as education, the environment, and law 
enforcement; 

(II) investments in military readiness; and 
(III) pro-savings tax cuts for working fami-

lies; 
(2) any tax cuts or spending increases 

should not be enacted before the solvency of 
Social Security is assured and Medicare sol-
vency is extended twelve years; 

(3) the 77 percent or $3,600,0000,000 of the 
total surplus for Social Security and Medi-
care should be used to reduce the publicly 
held debt; and 

(4) any tax cuts should be targeted to pro-
vide tax relief to middle-income working 
families and should not provide dispropor-
tionate tax relief to people with the highest 
incomes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
earlier we considered an amendment 
that asked the Senate to endorse every 
line in the President’s budget. 

This amendment asks the Senate to 
endorse only the general principles of 
that budget and its proposals for using 
projected budget surpluses. 

The President’s budget calls for no 
net increase in spending and no net tax 
cut until we have acted to reform So-
cial Security. It is vital that we make 
Social Security our top priority so that 
the program will still be strong when 
our children and grandchildren are 
ready to retire. 

The amendment I have now proposed 
would address what many describe as 
the President’s other budget, his 
framework for using projected budget 
surpluses once we have taken care of 
Social Security. 

This amendment lays out the Presi-
dent’s overall principles, which are de-
signed to prepare our Nation for the 
next century. 

The amendment says that Congress 
should reserve the entire off-budget 
surplus for Social Security and, over 15 
years, allocate: 77 percent or $3.6 tril-
lion of the total surplus for Social Se-
curity and Medicare; and 23 percent of 
the surplus, or $1 trillion, for invest-
ments in key domestic priorities, such 
as education, the environment, and law 
enforcement; investments in military 
readiness, and pro-savings tax cuts for 
working families.

The amendment also says that tax 
cuts or spending increases should not 
be enacted before the solvency of So-
cial Security is assured and Medicare 
solvency is extended 12 years. 

In addition, the amendment states 
that the 77 percent or $3.6 trillion of 
the total surplus for Social Security 
and Medicare should be used to reduce 
publicly held debt. That would provide 
great dividends for our economy. Re-
ducing the future debt burden and fu-
ture interest costs would essentially 
provide a tax cut for our children. 

And, finally, the amendment says 
that any tax cuts should be targeted to 
provide tax relief to middle-income 
working families and should not pro-
vide disproportionate tax relief to peo-
ple with the highest incomes. 

Mr. President, this framework em-
phasizes saving for the future. It’s fis-
cally responsible. It would help protect 

Social Security and Medicare. And it 
calls for tax relief and investments 
where they are most needed. 

The amendment does not endorse 
every dot and comma of the President’s 
budget. But it would endorse the over-
all priorities of that proposal. 

I hope my colleagues will support it.
AMENDMENT NO. 167

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
that the COPS Program should be reau-
thorized) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON REAUTHOR-

IZING THE COPS PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) as of December 1998, the Community 

Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Program 
had awarded grants for the hiring or rede-
ployment to the nation’s streets of more 
than 92,000 police officers and sheriff’s depu-
ties; 

(2) according to the United States Bureau 
of Justice Statistics, the Nation’s violent 
crime rate declined almost 7 percent during 
1997 and has fallen more than 21 percent 
since 1993; and 

(3) enhanced community policing has sig-
nificantly contributed to this decline in the 
violent crime rate. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the Community Oriented 
Policing Services (COPS) Program should be 
reauthorized in order to provide continued 
Federal funding for the hiring, deployment, 
and retention of community law enforce-
ment officers.

AMENDMENT NO. 168

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding school construction grants, and 
reducing school sizes and class sizes) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that funds will be 
provided for legislation—

(1) to provide 50–50 matching grants to 
build new schools, and to reduce school sizes 
and class sizes, so that—

(A)(i) kindergarten through grade 5 schools 
serve not more than 500 students; 

(ii) grade 6 through grade 8 schools serve 
not more than 750 students; and 

(iii) grade 9 through grade 12 schools serve 
not more than 1,500 students; and 

(B)(i) kindergarten through grade 6 classes 
have not more than 20 students per teacher; 
and 

(ii) grade 7 through grade 12 classes have 
not more than 28 students per teacher; and 

(2) to enable students to meet academic 
achievement standards, and to enable school 
districts to provide remedial education and 
terminate the practice of social promotion.

AMENDMENT NO. 169 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

on the social promotion of elementary and 
secondary school students) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL 
PROMOTION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution assume that funds will be 
provided for legislation—

(1) to provide remedial educational and 
other instructional interventions to assist 
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public elementary and secondary school stu-
dents in meeting achievement levels; and 

(2) to terminate practices which advance 
students from one grade to the next who do 
not meet State achievement standards in the 
core academic curriculum.

AMENDMENT NO. 170

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding social security ‘‘notch babies’’) 
At the appropriate place, insert: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING SO-
CIAL SECURITY NOTCH BABIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Social Security Amendments of 1977 

(Public Law 95–216) substantially altered the 
way social security benefits are computed; 

(2) those amendments resulted in disparate 
benefits depending upon the year in which a 
worker becomes eligible for benefits; and 

(3) those individuals born between the 
years 1917 and 1926, and who are commonly 
referred to as ‘‘notch babies’’ receive bene-
fits that are lower than those retirees who 
were born before or after those years. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that the Congress should 
allow workers who attain age 65 after 1981 
and before 1992 to choose either lump sum 
payments over 4 years totaling $5,000 or an 
improved benefit computation formula under 
a new 10-year rule governing the transition 
to the changes in benefit computation rules 
enacted in the Social Security Amendments 
of 1977.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Social 
Security notch causes 11 million Amer-
icans born between the years 1917–1926 
to receive less in Social Security bene-
fits than Americans born outside the 
notch years. 

The notch inequity is a direct result 
of changes made by Congress in 1977 to 
the Social Security benefits formula. 

It is important that we restore the 
confidence of the notch victims and 
show them that we in Congress will ac-
cept responsibility for any error that 
was made. 

While we must save Social Security 
for the future, we have an obligation to 
those who receive less than individuals 
who were fortunate enough to have 
been born just days before or after the 
notch period. 

Many notch babies, through no fault 
of their own, receive more than $200 
less per month than their neighbors. 

It is time for us to right this wrong. 
I recently introduced legislation—the 
Notch Fairness Act of 1999—that pro-
poses using any projected budget sur-
plus to pay a lump sum benefit to 
notch babies. 

While we have a surplus, let’s fix the 
notch problem once and for all and re-
store the confidence of the millions of 
notch babies across this land. 

Government has an obligation to be 
fair. I don’t think we have been in the 
case of the notch babies. 

Please join my efforts to correct the 
inequity created by the Social Security 
notch.

AMENDMENT NO. 171

(Purpose: To ensure that the President’s 
after school initiative is fully funded for 
fiscal year 2000) 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING 
FOR AFTER SCHOOL EDUCATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The demand for after school education 
is very high. In fiscal year 1998 the Depart-
ment of Education’s after school grant pro-
gram was the most competitive in the De-
partment’s history. Nearly 2,000 school dis-
tricts applied for over $540,000,000. 

(2) After school programs help to fight ju-
venile crime. Law enforcement statistics 
show that youth who are ages 12 through 17 
are most at risk of committing violent acts 
and being victims of violent acts between 
3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. After school programs 
have been shown to reduce juvenile crime, 
sometimes by up to 75 percent according to 
the National Association of Police Athletic 
and Activity Leagues. 

(3) After school programs can improve edu-
cational achievement. They ensure children 
have safe and positive learning environments 
in the after school hours. In the Sacramento 
START after school program 75 percent of 
the students showed an increase in their 
grades. 

(4) After school programs have widespread 
support. Over 90 percent of the American 
people support such programs. Over 450 of 
the nation’s leading police chiefs, sheriffs, 
and prosecutors, along with presidents of the 
Fraternal Order of Police, and the Inter-
national Union of Police Associations sup-
port government funding of after school pro-
grams. And many of our nation’s governors 
endorse increasing the number of after 
school programs through a Federal or State 
partnership. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that Congress will provide 
$600,000,000 for the President’s after school 
initiative in fiscal year 2000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172

(Purpose: To fully fund the Class Size Initia-
tive, the amendment reduces the resolu-
tion’s tax cut by ten billion dollars, leav-
ing adequate room in the revenue rec-
onciliation instructions for targeted tax 
cuts that help those in need and tax breaks 
for communities to modernize and rebuild 
crumbling schools) 
On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 

through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $2,435,289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,456,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,507,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,586,777,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,650,486,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,683,892,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,736,436,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,805,797,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,865,515,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$7,358,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,208,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$30,811,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$47,372,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$60,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$106,822,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$134,964,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$150,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$177,195,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-

propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,457,794,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,489,177,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,562,248,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,614,578,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,668,643,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,697,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,752,567,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,813,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,873,969,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,456,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,507,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,583,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,640,655,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,669,062,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,716,673,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,780,977,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,840,699,000,000. 
On page 23, strike beginning with line 14 

through page 25, line 3, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,373,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,049,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,430,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,995,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,947,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $75,069,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,023,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,948,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,264,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,118,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,229,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,643,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $79,133,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,909,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,144,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,389,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,051,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $79,059,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $137,750,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$767,552,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

AMENDMENT NO. 173

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on women and Social Security reform) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON WOMEN AND 

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) without Social Security benefits, the el-

derly poverty rate among women would have 
been 52.2 percent, and among widows would 
have been 60.6 percent; 

(2) women tend to live longer and tend to 
have lower lifetime earnings than men do; 

(3) during their working years, women earn 
an average of 70 cents for every dollar men 
earn; and 

(4) women spend an average of 11.5 years 
out of their careers to care for their families, 
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and are more likely to work part-time than 
full-time. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that—

(1) women face unique obstacles in ensur-
ing retirement security and survivor and dis-
ability stability; 

(2) Social Security plays an essential role 
in guaranteeing inflation-protected financial 
stability for women throughout their old 
age; 

(3) the Congress and the Administration 
should act, as part of Social Security reform, 
to ensure that widows and other poor elderly 
women receive more adequate benefits that 
reduce their poverty rates and that women, 
under whatever approach is taken to reform 
Social Security, should receive no lesser a 
share of overall federally-funded retirement 
benefits than they receive today; and 

(4) the sacrifice that women make to care 
for their family should be recognized during 
reform of Social Security and that women 
should not be penalized by taking an average 
of 11.5 years out of their careers to care for 
their family.

AMENDMENT NO. 174

(Purpose: To continue Federal spending at 
the current services baseline levels and pay 
down the Federal debt) 
Strike Titles 1 and 2 of the resolution and 

insert the following: 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 
AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 2000 through 2009: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,442,647,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,508,276,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,563,318,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,634,149,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,710,896,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,790,713,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,871,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,956,209,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $2,045,710,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,424,759,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,451,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,481,268,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,544,059,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,597,397,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,655,402,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,705,251,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,770,344,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,840,865,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,910,187,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,406,584,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,431,899,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,449,260,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,512,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,566,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,631,828,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,674,724,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,737,435,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,810,214,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,880,338,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS OR SURPLUSES.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the 
amounts of the deficits or surpluses are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: ¥$4,605,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $10,748,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $59,016,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $51,057,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $67,549,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $79,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $115,989,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $133,965,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $145,995,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $165,372,000,000. 

(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of 
the public debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $5,637,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $5,710,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $5,739,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $5,776,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $5,792,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $5,794,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $5,755,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $5,696,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $5,615,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $5,510,500,000,000. 

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of the debt held by the public 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $3,511,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $3,371,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $3,175,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $2,979,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $2,756,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $2,507,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $2,211,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,886,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,539,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,168,200,000,000. 

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY. 

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $468,020,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $487,744,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $506,293,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $527,326,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $549,876,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $576,840,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $601,834,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $628,277,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $654,422,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $681,313,000,000. 

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302, and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $327,256,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $339,789,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $350,127,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $362,197,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $375,253,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $389,485,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $404,596,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $420,616,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $438,132,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $459,496,000,000. 

SEC. 103. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 

Congress determines and declares that the 
appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, 
and new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal year 2000 through 2009 for 
each major functional category are at the 
CBO March Baseline On-Budget totals for BA 
and outlays, committee allocations and reso-
lution aggregates.

AMENDMENT NO. 175

(Purpose: To ensure that the substantial ma-
jority of any income tax cuts go to middle 
and lower income taxpayers) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TAX CUTS FOR 

LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME TAX-
PAYERS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume that Congress will 
not approve an across-the-board cut in in-
come tax rates, or any other tax legislation, 
that would provide substantially more bene-
fits to the top 10 percent of taxpayers than 
to the remaining 90 percent. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate at this time, under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand adjourned until the hour of 9 
a.m., Thursday, March 25, 1999. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 11:24 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, March 25, 
1999, at 9 a.m.

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate March 24, 1999:

THE JUDICIARY 

WILLIAM HASKELL ALSUP, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, VICE THELTON EUGENE HEN-
DERSON, RETIRED. 

J. RICH LEONARD, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF NORTH CAROLINA VICE W. EARL BRITT, RETIRED. 

CARLOS MURGUIA, OF KANSAS, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS, VICE 
SAM A. CROW, RETIRED. 

MARSHA J. PECHMAN, OF WASHINGTON, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT 
OF WASHINGTON, VICE WILLIAM L. DWYER, RETIRED. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY FOR PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR 
FOREIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER 

BRIAN E. CARLSON, OF VIRGINIA 
MARJORIE ANN RANSOM, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA 
E. ASHLEY WILLS, OF TEXAS 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR 

ROBERT J. CALLAHAN, OF ILLINOIS 
WILLIAM DARREL CAVNESS, JR., OF GEORGIA 
JEREMY F. CURTIN, OF MARYLAND 
CHRISTIAN FILOSTRAT, OF NEW YORK 
HELENA KANE FINN, OF NEW YORK 
LINDA JEWELL, OF NEW JERSEY 
WILLIAM P. KIEHL, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BARBARA C. MOORE, OF OREGON 
PAMELA H. SMITH, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CORNELIUS C. WALSH, OF VIRGINIA 
LEONARDO M. WILLIAMS, OF VIRGINIA 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE FOR PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER: 

DALE V. SLAGHT, OF NEW JERSEY 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

DAVID K. KATZ, OF CALIFORNIA 
SAMUEL H. KIDDER, OF WASHINGTON 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR 
FOREIGN SERVICE, AS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR: 
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WILLIAM A. BREKKE, OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
MICKEY R. FRISBY, OF OKLAHOMA 
CAROL MURRAY KIM, OF VIRGINIA 
AUGUST MAFFRY, OF VIRGINIA 
ALAN R. TURLEY, OF CONNECTICUT 
ERIC R. WEAVER, OF VIRGINIA

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 24, 1999:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WILLIAM LACY SWING, OF NORTH CAROLINA, A CA-
REER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EX-
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF 
THE CONGO. 

ROBERT A. SEIPLE, OF WASHINGTON, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR AT LARGE FOR INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS 
FREEDOM. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBER OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, 
FOR THE PERSONAL RANK OF CAREER AMBASSADOR IN 
RECOGNITION OF ESPECIALLY DISTINGUISHED SERVICE 
OVER A SUSTAINED PERIOD: 

MARY A. RYAN, OF TEXAS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AG-
RICULTURE FOR PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER: 

WARREN J. CHILD, OF MARYLAND 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

MARY E. REVELT, OF FLORIDA 

JOHN H. WYSS, OF TEXAS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR: 

WEYLAND M. BEEGHLY, OF VIRGINIA 
LARRY M. SENGER, OF WASHINGTON 
RANDOLPH H. ZEITNER, OF VIRGINIA 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED CAREER MEMBER OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR 
FOREIGN SERVICE, AND FOR APPOINTMENT AS CON-
SULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN THE DIPLOMATIC 
SERVICE, AS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN-
SEL: 

DANNY J. SHEESLEY, OF VIRGINIA. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
INTRODUCTION OF THE INTERNET 

GUN TRAFFICKING ACT OF 1999

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing the Internet Gun Trafficking Act of 
1999. Currently, unlicensed individuals are 
able to sell and unlicensed buyers are able to 
buy firearms over the Internet. Moreover, web 
site operators, who are not licensed gun deal-
ers, facilitate firearms transactions between 
buyers and sellers. Web site operators run 
web sites which provide space for unlicensed 
individuals to post guns for sale. The web 
sites give names, phone numbers and/or e-
mail addresses of sellers, to allow potential 
buyers the opportunity to contact the sellers 
directly for the purchase of firearms. These 
transactions, while facilitated by the web site 
operator are not monitored by the web site op-
erator, thus occurring out of anyone’s eye-
sight, including law enforcement. As a result, 
many individuals, including children and felons 
are able to purchase firearms illegally and 
evade the law. 

My bill will end the unlicensed selling of 
guns over the Internet. Web site operators 
who offer firearms for sale or otherwise facili-
tate the sale of firearms listed or posted over 
the Internet, must become federally licensed 
firearm manufacturers, importers or dealers. 
Additionally, as an aid to law enforcement, li-
censed firearm dealers-web site operators are 
required to notify the Secretary of the Treas-
ury of their web site address, as would any in-
dividual who operates a web site which offers 
for sale or otherwise facilitates the sale of fire-
arms. 

Furthermore, to ensure legal firearm trans-
actions over the Internet, individuals who on 
behalf of other persons, lists or posts firearms 
for sale over the Internet will have to establish 
themselves as ‘‘middlemen.’’ All guns sold 
from the ‘‘middleman’s’’ web site, must be 
shipped directly to the ‘‘middleman.’’ The 
‘‘middleman’’ is then required to transfer the 
firearms to the buyer in accordance with fed-
eral firearm laws, including laws which require 
that firearms are shipped directly to a licensed 
dealer in the unlicensed buyer’s state. The 
‘‘middleman’’ is prohibited from providing any 
information which would facilitate direct con-
tact between the seller and the buyer. Finally, 
unlicensed individuals who offer firearms for 
sale over the Internet may only transfer those 
firearms directly to the web site operator. 

I hope that my introduction of the Internet 
Gun Trafficking Act of 1999 will call attention 
to the need to regulate gun sales in this new 
era of Internet firearm transactions. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 1998 
NEW MEXICO PARENTS OF THE 
YEAR 

HON. HEATHER WILSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring 
to your attention the recipients of the 1998 
New Mexico Parents of the Year award. This 
award is administered by the New Mexico Par-
ent’s Day Coalition. As we recognize these 
parents, I thank them for the role they play in 
strengthening and restoring the foundation of 
our country—the family. 

Jerry and Debbie Dixon, Albuquerque 
Joe and Lori Chavez, Santa Fe 
Dr. Oscar and June Marquardt, Alamogordo 
Carl and Donna Londene, Albuquerque 
John and Belina Ortiz, Bosque Farms 
Charles and Karen Cooper, Albuquerque 
Nemesio and Marylou Martinez, Los Lunas 
Arthur and Lou Jauriqui, Albuquerque 
Glenn and Oma Warwick, Las Cruces 
Pastor Ira and Diane Shelton, Albuquerque 
Duc Vu and Nghi Nguyen-Vu, Albuquerque 
Please join me in thanking these parents for 

their dedication to raising good citizens and 
their contribution to New Mexico’s future. 

f

TRIBUTE TO JIM HLAFKA 

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise before 
you today to congratulate the Bunker Hill bas-
ketball coach, Jim Hlafka for attaining his 
700th career win this past February 23rd. 

Jim Hlafka, who is 65 years old, has been 
the Bunker Hill basketball coach for 40 years 
now. By coaching 700 games to victory, he 
became a member of an elite group of only 10 
other coaches from Illinois who have attained 
this goal. Not only did Hlafka attain his own 
goal that evening, he coached the Bunker Hill 
Minutemen to victory in the 80th annual 
Macoupin County Boys Tournament. 

Corey Elliot, a member of the team that won 
the County Championship, said that ‘‘[i]t’s an 
honor to play for him.’’ It is also an honor for 
me and all of Bunker Hill to be represented by 
one of the best high school coaches in the 
state of Illinois. 

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE RANKED 
NATION’S TOP PRIMARY-CARE 
MEDICAL SCHOOL 

HON. JAY INSLEE 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to an-
nounce that US News and World Report re-
cently ranked the University of Washington’s 
School of Medicine as number one in primary 
care. 

Many teaching programs at the University’s 
School of Medicine were also ranked in the 
top five, including a number one rank in rural 
medicine, number one in family medicine, 
number four in women’s health, and number 
five in AIDS instruction. Overall, the University 
of Washington’s medical school was ranked 
ninth in the country. 

The most exciting and creative research is 
taking place at the University of Washington. 
In fact, only two other medical schools receive 
more funding from the National Institutes of 
Health. I can safely assert that the best pri-
mary care doctors of the 21st Century are the 
current students at the University of Wash-
ington. 

Congratulations to the outstanding students, 
teachers, researchers, and faculty of the Uni-
versity of Washington’s School of Medicine. 
Your commitment to excellence is second to 
none. 

f

HONORING SUSAN GLASER 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to enter into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the following statement which was 
delivered to the Women’s International League 
for Peace and Freedom when they honored 
Ms. Susan Glaser of West Palm Beach, Flor-
ida.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 18, 1999. 

WOMEN’S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE 
AND FREEDOM, 

West Palm Beach, Florida 
It is my great pleasure to join with you in 

honoring Susan Glaser. During the time 
Susan was employed in my office, she 
worked tirelessly on behalf of people in need 
of Social Security benefits, Medicare and 
federal housing assistance. She was particu-
larly effective at helping first generation 
Americans adjust to the complexities of life 
in this country. Widely known as a con-
cerned, compassionate person, Susan always 
presented a positive image for me when rep-
resenting me at public events. 
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I congratulate WILPF for giving Susan the 

recognition she deserves. She has spent a 
lifetime fighting for all the things we truly 
care about. She has always been an effective 
organizer, drawing the attention of her fel-
low citizens to the need for refugee aid and 
food and shelter for the homeless. Susan has 
also been noted for her history on the front 
lines of the Civil Rights movement and for 
speaking out against the injustices per-
petrated on the peoples of Central America. 

I am glad to add my voice to the many oth-
ers who are singing Susan’s praises today. 
She is a wonderful person who truly deserves 
the many accolades she receives. Congratu-
lations, Susan! I am very, very proud of you! 

In Peace, 
ALCEE L. HASTINGS, 

Member of Congress.

f

MEDICARE REFORM CUT OFF AT 
THE KNEES BY CLINTON AND 
DEMOCRATS 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
highly commends this March 20, 1999, edi-
torial from the Omaha World Herald regarding 
President Clinton’s actions on Medicare Re-
form. Because of the imminent crisis that 
Medicare faces in the near future, I am very 
disappointed that the President has chosen to 
play politics with such an important issue in-
stead of finding real solutions to preserving 
Medicare.

[From the Omaha World-Herald, Mar. 20, 
1999] 

CUT OFF AT THE KNEES 
When President Clinton torpedoed the rec-

ommendation of a majority of the members 
of his bipartisan commission on Medicare re-
form, his action raised the question of 
whether he ever intended the commission to 
succeed. 

Clinton has been demagoguing the Medi-
care issue ever since before the 1996 election, 
when Republicans in Congress proposed slow-
ing the growth of Medicare spending from 10 
percent a year to 7 percent. The President 
won re-election, in part, by persuading some 
voters that the Republicans wanted to de-
stroy Medicare and forsake the elderly. 

After the election, the GOP insisted that 
Clinton must take the lead if he wanted Re-
publican help in repairing the program, 
which is headed for bankruptcy as the cost of 
providing doctor and hospital care for retir-
ees outraces available revenues. Clinton re-
sponded with the classic bureaucratic eva-
sion. He named a commission to study the 
problem. 

The need for reform is indisputable. Medi-
care is funded by payroll taxes and income 
taxes. The worker-to-beneficiary ratio was 4-
to-1 when the program was enacted in 1965. 
That ratio will be cut in half by 2030, when 
aging baby boomers will swell the ranks of 
Medicare recipients. By then nearly 80 mil-
lion people will be eligible for Medicare. 
That’s double today’s number. 

Meanwhile, medical care has become more 
sophisticated and expensive. Medicare is pro-
jected to go bankrupt in 2008—and that’s be-
fore the impact of baby boomer retirements 
is felt. 

Spokesmen for the elderly have been pres-
suring government to expand the benefits, 

adding coverage for prescription drugs. What 
started out as providing doctor’s services 
and hospitalization would become a full-
service health program, not only covering 
catastrophic care but also paying for routine 
services that people used to assume were 
their own responsibility. 

The bipartisan commission recommended 
changes that have been ordered by some con-
gressional leaders, among them Sen. Bob 
Kerrey, D-Neb. Changes include raising the 
eligibility age in small steps to age 67 over 
the next quarter of a century. The commis-
sion also said that people ought to be able to 
receive Medicare coverage through private 
plans, nearly 90 percent of which would be 
subsidized by Medicare dollars. Such changes 
could save $500 billion by 2030, the commis-
sion said. 

Clinton rejected the plan, although he said 
some parts of it had promise. He character-
ized it as a reduction in benefits, which he 
said is not permissible. Ten members of the 
commission had supported the recommenda-
tion, with 11 votes needed. The 10 consisted 
of eight Republicans and two Democrats, 
Kerrey and Sen. John Breaux of Louisiana, 
who co-chaired the commission. 

Instead of savings $500 billion, Clinton 
said, the government needs to spend an addi-
tional $700 billion through 2020. ‘‘Medicare 
cannot provide for the baby boom generation 
without substantial new revenues,’’ Clinton 
said. 

Taxpayers ought to cringe at the prospect. 
Clinton said the new money will be provided 
by future budget surpluses. By siphoning 15 
percent of projected surpluses, Clinton said, 
the government can fund his proposed expan-
sion of Medicare. 

That is based on an implied assumption 
that the economy is recession-proof, which 
has no basis in fact or history. When the 
spending in a program is accelerating out of 
control, government should at least question 
the assumptions that are behind the growth. 
Clinton’s solution is to find more money. He 
is confident that it will be there. Yet neither 
he nor anyone else, a year or two ago, saw 
the revenue tide coming. And even if payroll 
and income taxes could generate enough rev-
enue to cover the rising cost of Medicare, 
that does not mean it is right to let the pro-
gram’s budget spiral upward indiscrimi-
nately. 

Health care for the elderly is a legitimate 
concern of government. But it is not evil for 
politicians to decide that government may 
have to be more efficient in subsidizing such 
care. Neither is it evil to suggest that a 
major expansion in benefits isn’t affordable 
at the very time a big increase in recipients 
is projected. 

At one point, with senators like Kerrey 
and Breaux taking the political risks of 
looking for an actuarially defensible solu-
tion, it seemed that a genuine, compas-
sionate, affordable and bipartisan plan of ac-
tion could be arrived at. Now that Clinton 
and their fellow Democrats on the commis-
sion have cut Kerrey and Breaux off at the 
knees, that possibility, regrettably, has be-
come less likely.

f

THE ELDRED HOUSE 

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this time to applaud the efforts of the Illi-

nois Valley Cultural Heritage Association to 
place the famous James J. Eldred stone 
house in Eldred, IL in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Built 138 years ago, this three-story house 
was made from natural bluff limestone by 
James J. Eldred who is a descendent of a his-
toric English family. The Eldred house is the 
largest of nine area limestone houses and was 
known for the elaborate parties that took place 
there. Soon this house will be renovated and 
used as a museum of American Indian and 
farm history. 

I wish the Illinois Valley Cultural Heritage 
Association the best in their efforts to secure 
the Eldred House’s rightful place in history. 

f

DAVID HORSEY WINS BERRYMAN 
CARTOONIST OF THE YEAR 
AWARD 

HON. JAY INSLEE 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to 
announce that one of my constituents, Mr. 
David Horsey, recently won the Berryman Car-
toonist of the Year Award from the National 
Press Foundation. 

American newspapers have traditionally car-
ried political cartoons, much to the delight of 
their readers. While it usually takes political 
pundits hundreds of words to express an idea 
or assert an opinion, political cartoonists have 
the difficult task of capturing timely political 
issues in just a few deft strokes of the pen. 
One of the masters of this art form is Mr. 
David Horsey. 

Mr. Horsey, a Seattle native, has worked at 
the Seattle Post-Intelligence’s since 1979. 
Many readers turn to his drawings first thing in 
the morning, in order to enjoy his pungent and 
unique interpretation of the political scene. His 
cartoons never fail to show, literally, the affairs 
of the day with his own flair and style. 

I am so pleased that Mr. Horsey’s work was 
honored by the National Press Foundation. I 
look forward to many more years of brilliant 
commentary in his cartoons. Since Mr. Horsey 
is dedicated to the truth, we can only hope 
that his caricatures of politicians become more 
forgiving. 

f

JUDGE HENRY E. HUDSON TAKES 
THE BENCH IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 

HON. FRANK R. WOLF 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on March 19, 
1999, Henry E. Hudson was sworn to a bench 
in Fairfax County Circuit Court during an in-
vestiture ceremony. He was assisted in the 
enrobing by his son, Kevin. 

Judge Hudson brings a lifetime of wisdom 
and legal experience to his new task. He has 
previously served in Virginia as a deputy sher-
iff, assistant commonwealth’s attorney, com-
monwealth’s attorney, assistant U.S. attorney, 

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:07 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0689 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\E24MR9.000 E24MR9



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 5651March 24, 1999
U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of Vir-
ginia and as director of the U.S. Marshals 
Service. He also practiced law in the private 
sector for a number of years and served on 
important federal and state boards and com-
missions. 

A lifelong Virginian and member of the Ar-
lington County Volunteer Fire Department, 
Judge Hudson continues a proud tradition of 
service to the people and respect for the rule 
of law. The judge, his wife, Tara, and their son 
Kevin make their home in northern Virginia. 

We in Virginia and in America are fortunate 
to have people of Judge Hudson’s capabilities 
serving on the bench. 

f

178TH ANNIVERSARY OF GREEK 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 

HON. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
respect and profound admiration that I rise 
today to pay tribute to Greece on the occasion 
of its 178th anniversary of independence. 
Greece is a country rich in history and culture 
which has not only dramatically influenced its 
own people but people throughout the world. 

March 25th is a date that will forever live in 
the hearts and minds of Greeks and Greek-
Americans. After suffering more than 400 
years of oppression under the Ottoman Em-
pire, the people of Greece commenced a re-
volt on this day in 1821. Many dedicated, pa-
triotic Greeks lost their lives in the struggle 
which lasted over 7 years. Ultimately, the free-
dom Greeks aspired to was courageously 
achieved, and the modern day Greece was 
born. 

Greece has influenced our society in many 
ways. Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin, 
and our Founding Fathers found inspiration in 
the writings and ideals of Greek philosophers 
Plato and Aristotle. The Founding Fathers 
searched antiquity for an appropriate model 
for democracy, and found it in ancient Athens. 
No doubt, without Greece’s influence, the 
United States would be a completely different 
country today. 

Historically, Greece has been a dedicated 
United States ally. A fierce supporter during 
World War II, Greek soldiers fought beside 
Americans to preserve democracy and inde-
pendence. For almost half a century, Greece 
has stood beside the United States as an ac-
tive and important member to NATO. Greece 
has consistently proved to be a valuable play-
er in preserving security in the Mediterranean. 
Just recently, Greece held a significant role in 
negotiations between the Republic of Cyprus 
and Turkey to deter deploying Russian mis-
siles on the Cypriot island, thereby thwarting 
an international incident. 

One could not live in the United States for 
too long without experiencing first hand the 
impact Greece has had on American society. 
Greek-Americans have significantly contrib-
uted to American culture and economy. Nearly 
7,000 people in the Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict of Massachusetts are of Greek descent. 
Throughout the neighborhoods in Boston, Wa-

tertown, Cambridge, Chelsea, Belmont and my 
hometown of Somerville, Greek-Americans are 
one of the most active groups in politics and 
community service. The Hellenic Cultural Cen-
ter, the Greek Orthodox Church and other 
Greek-American organizations in the district 
are working to improve education, healthcare, 
and the environment. 

The Greek people also take pride in their 
heritage. In my district alone several events 
will take place to commemorate Greek Inde-
pendence Day. From the grand parade in Bos-
ton to the small town festivities, Greek-Ameri-
cans will be celebrating their freedom. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I hope the United 
States will continue to cultivate relationships 
both culturally and economically with our 
Greek neighbors, and I again offer my con-
gratulations to all Greeks as they celebrate 
Greek Independence Day. 

f

HONORING COLORADO GIRLS 
STATE BASKETBALL A CHAM-
PIONS—CHERAW HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to extend my heartiest congratulations to the 
Cheraw High School girls basketball team on 
their impressive Colorado State A Champion-
ship. The victory, a 58–45 win over Prairie 
High School, was a superb contest between 
two talented and deserving teams. In cham-
pionship competition, though, one team must 
emerge victorious, and Cheraw proved them-
selves the best in their class—truly second to 
none. 

The State A Championship is the highest 
achievement in high school basketball. This 
coveted trophy symbolizes more than just the 
team and its coach, Charles Phillips, as it also 
represents the staunch support of the players’ 
families, fellow students, school personnel and 
the community. From now on, these people 
can point to the 1998–1999 girls basketball 
team with pride, and know they were part of 
a remarkable athletic endeavor. Indeed, visi-
tors to this town and school will see a sign 
proclaiming the Girls State A Championship, 
and know something special had taken place 
here. 

The Cheraw basketball squad is a testa-
ment to the old adage that the team wins 
games, not individuals. The combined talents 
of these players coalesced into a dynamic and 
dominant basketball force. Each team member 
also deserves to be proud of her own role. 
These individuals are the kind of people who 
lead by example and serve as role-models. 
With the increasing popularity of sports among 
young people, local athletes are heroes to the 
youth in their home towns. I admire the dis-
cipline and dedication these high schoolers 
have shown in successfully pursuing their 
dream. 

The memories of this storied year will last a 
lifetime. I encourage all involved, but espe-
cially the Cheraw players, to build on this ex-
perience by dreaming bigger dreams and 
achieving greater successes. I offer my best 

wishes to this team as they move forward 
from their State A Championship to future en-
deavors. 

f

IN HONOR OF THE LATE CHARLIE 
PARKER 

HON. KAREN McCARTHY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the memory of Charlie 
‘‘Yardbird’’ Parker as the Charlie Parker Me-
morial Site is dedicated at 17th Terrace and 
Vine Street in my hometown of Kansas City, 
Missouri. Charlie Parker was a bebop inno-
vator. He not only shaped the sound of mod-
ern jazz in the 1940s, but he has also served 
as an inspiration to all jazz musicians since 
that time. His alto sax virtuosity marked the 
zenith of the jazz age and set a standard for 
other musicians to aspire to. 

Charlie Parker’s family settled in Kansas 
City, Missouri, in 1927, when Parker was only 
7 years old. While growing up there, he pur-
sued his musical education on the stages of 
Kansas City. By 1936, when Charlie Parker 
turned 16, Kansas City music had begun to in-
fluence the national jazz scene. Parker was a 
big part of this explosion, having obtained his 
union card at the age of 14. He spent a few 
years idolizing and studying Lester Young’s 
saxophone playing, and then continued his 
studies under Buster Smith, one of the early 
stars of Count Basie’s Reno Club band and 
Walter Page’s Blue Devils. By 1938, Parker 
was playing in the Jay McShann band, the last 
great band to play in Kansas City, as the prin-
cipal soloist. The McShann band’s national 
success after 1944 meant that Parker would 
no longer play in Kansas City. 

It was in New York that Charlie Parker got 
his nickname of ‘‘Yardbird’’ because he loved 
to eat fried chicken. From the time he arrived 
in New York until he passed away on March 
12, 1955, his success escalated. As the news 
of his passing spread, ‘‘Bird Lives’’ began to 
appear all over New York and the nation be-
cause his fans refused to let him die. Although 
he is buried in Lincoln Cemetery in Kansas 
City, he lives on in the hearts of jazz lovers 
everywhere. From March 25th through the 
27th the nation’s ears will focus on Kansas 
City, where some of Charlie Parker’s contem-
poraries will gather to remember the great jazz 
legend at the American Jazz Museum in the 
18th and Vine Historic Jazz District. Max 
Roach, Dr. Billy Taylor, Jay McShann, Milt 
Jackson, Claude ‘‘The Fiddler’’ Williams, and 
Ernie Andrews are a few of the internationally 
acclaimed artists who are participating in the 
Symposium and Concert celebration. 

This weekend’s dedication of the new Char-
lie Parker Memorial will remind us all of this 
great musician and inspire the jazz musician 
in all of us to hum a little bebop: ‘‘Hello, Little 
Girl, don’t you remember me? I mean, been 
so long, but I had a break you see.’’ (from 
‘‘Hootie Blue,’’ recorded for Decca Records by 
the Jay McShann Orchestra, April 30, 1941, 
Parker’s first commercial recording session). 
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HONORING HENRIETTA PRESNALL 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I stand before 
you today to recognize the accomplishments 
of Mrs. Henrietta Presnall, of Flint, Michigan. 
On Friday, March 26, friends and family will 
gather to honor the career of this remarkable 
woman, who is retiring from Sears Corporation 
after 23 years of dedicated service. 

A native of Chattanooga, Tennessee, Hen-
rietta moved to Flint and married James 
Presnall in 1968. She attended Charles Stew-
art Mott Community College and graduated in 
1973 with an Associates Degree in Nursing. 
Upon graduation, she joined Heritage Manor 
Nursing Home as a Nurses’ Aide. On July 26, 
1976 she joined Sears and Roebuck Corpora-
tion as a part-time salesperson. Henrietta re-
ceived numerous recognitions for outstanding 
work ethics and customer service, from her 
superiors as well as her customers. Henrietta 
was promoted to the position of Sears Service 
and Product Maintenance Agreement Lead 
Person, then she was later promoted to Tech-
nician Secretary for the Sears Service Center, 
leading to her current position as Cashier Ac-
countant. 

Henrietta is often found using her person-
able skills in the community as well. She is in-
volved with groups such as Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters of Flint, The Fair Winds Girl Scout 
Council, Zeta Phi Beta Amica Sorority, and the 
Michigan Women’s National Bowling Associa-
tion. In 1971, Henrietta became a member of 
the Foss Avenue Baptist Church, where she 
faithfully serves as a member of the Senior 
Usher Board, Foss Avenue Catering Com-
mittee, and the MLA fellowship Sunday School 
class. 

I know that Henrietta would want to point 
out that the love and support of her family 
have contributed greatly to her success. She 
is very proud of her children, Veronica and 
Lucetia, grandsons Demetrice and Trevino, 
granddaughter Elexus, and of course, her hus-
band, James Presnall. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a privilege for me 
to rise today before my colleagues in the 
106th Congress to join me in congratulating 
Henrietta Presnall on her retirement. I wish 
her continued success in all her endeavors. 

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE MATH AND 
SCIENCE PROFICIENCY PART-
NERSHIP ACT 

HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce the 
Mathematics and Science Proficiency Partner-
ship Act. The purpose of this legislation is to 
improve mathematics and science education 
for students in kindergarten through 12th 
grade as well as to train mathematics and 
science teachers. 

My legislation, which has 52 cosponsors, 
accomplishes its objective by forging a unique 
partnership between students, parents, teach-
ers and the business people in their commu-
nities. 

In years past, America’s schools served as 
unilateral learning centers where students 
studied, graduated and then entered the work-
force. The demands of the information age 
and the global economy now compel U.S. 
educators and business people to band to-
gether in the national interest. Schools and 
businesses need to be partners to educate our 
children. Otherwise, our nation will see its pre-
eminence in information technology implode 
as other nations expand their high-tech driven 
economies. 

Already there are alarming trends. When it 
comes to mathematics and science education 
U.S. high school seniors need to be better 
prepared. Compared to their international 
peers, American high school seniors ranked 
near the bottom of the Third International 
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) that 
was released last year. This poor performance 
holds true for both mathematics and science 
as well as for moderate-level and top-level 
students. 

Mathematics and science are the disciplines 
that have created the Internet and have driven 
the Information Age. Two of the fastest grow-
ing job areas, according to the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, are computer technology and 
health services. Both fields demand a strong 
background in mathematics and science. 

As the Subcommittee on Basic Research’s 
Ranking Member, I have had several discus-
sions with representatives from the information 
technology community. These business people 
in the high-tech field have expressed their 
frustration in not being about to find qualified 
job applicants. In fact, one in ten positions in 
information technology is currently unfilled, ac-
cording to the Information Technology Asso-
ciation of America. One in three job applicants 
tested by U.S. companies lacks the reading or 
mathematics skills for the job as reported by 
the American Management Association. 

The Mathematics and Science Proficiency 
Partnership Act will help reverse the trends of 
poor test performance by U.S. students and 
empower businesses to enrich the pool of job 
applicants. 

The purpose of this legislation is to improve 
math and science education in urban and rural 
areas by establishing partnerships between 
participating schools and businesses. My bill 
authorizes the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) to award 10 partnership grants through 
its Urban and Rural Systemic Initiative pro-
grams. The NSF Director will make five grants 
to urban areas and five grants to rural areas. 
Each grant will not exceed $300,000 and the 
total amount authorized is $3 million. 

The purpose of these partnership grants is 
to train teachers and to improve teaching for 
students in math, science and information 
technology. The grants will be awarded to 
schools that have established partnerships 
with businesses. 

Eligibility of the partnership grants will be 
based on how well the participating schools 
and businesses have forged their partner-
ships. Ways that businesses can participate 
with schools include: setting up college schol-

arships for promising math and science stu-
dents, establishing jobsite mentoring and in-
ternships programs and donating computer 
software and hardware to their participating 
schools. 

The legislation directs the NSF Director to 
conduct a long-range study on the students 
who have participated in the partnership grant 
scholarship program and their ability to land 
and to retain jobs in the fields of mathematics, 
science and information technology. 

Mr. Speaker, I am gratified by the support 
the Mathematics and Science Proficiency Part-
nership Act has already received and urge all 
Members to cosponsor this important legisla-
tion that will help prepare today’s American 
students for tomorrow’s workplace. 

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO JERRY 
BELL 

HON. HEATHER WILSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring 
to your attention the works of Jerry Bell, an 
outstanding volunteer for Noon Day Ministry in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

Jerry Bell volunteers her time to the home-
less at Noon Day Ministry. Noon Day Ministry 
serves approximately 300 homeless men, 
women and children four days a week. Jerry’s 
commitment to volunteer work comes from a 
strong family support system that instilled the 
value of helping others. By those who work 
with Jerry she is described as the organizer, 
the person who really keeps the place in 
shape. By those she serves, Jerry is known 
for providing more than lunch. She offers 
hugs, a pat on the shoulder and a kiss on the 
cheek—the sincere message of caring for an-
other. 

Please join me in thanking Jerry Bell for her 
caring contributions to individuals, families and 
our community of Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

f

LITTLE BOSTON BRANCH OF THE 
KITSAP REGIONAL LIBRARY 
WINS BEST SMALL LIBRARY 
AWARD 

HON. JAY INSLEE 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to 
announce that The Little Boston branch of the 
Kitsap Regional Library system is the best 
small library in America. 

Little Boston recently won the 1998 Service 
Award for Excellence from the National Public 
Library Association. This library is unique be-
cause it is located on the Port Gamble 
S’Klallam Tribe’s reservation and is frequented 
by patrons who live both on and off the res-
ervation. 

Public libraries are the great equalizer in our 
society as they ensure free and unlimited ac-
cess to invaluable educational resources for 
anyone who simply has the desire to learn. Li-
braries enhance the knowledge of not only 
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ourselves, but also the world around us. Great 
libraries, like Little Boston, deserve our utmost 
praise and recognition. Employees continually 
go above and beyond the call of duty with 
their exceptional service to its patrons and 
commitment to provide enriching and inform-
ative information to everyone in the commu-
nity. 

Congratulations, again, to The Little Boston 
Library for your commitment to excellence. 

f

THE PARENT HELP LINE 

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to thank the Parent Help 
Line of Springfield, Illinois for their extraor-
dinary contributions to their community. 

This volunteer organization’s primary func-
tion is to help parents become better parents 
by providing advice, support, and referrals to 
various community agencies. The Parent Help 
Line is funded by several different sources in-
cluding St. John’s Hospital Foundation, Ronald 
McDonald Charities of Central Illinois and 
Ameritech. 

Currently, the Parent Help Line consists of 
25 volunteers who respond to about 100 calls 
per month. While these numbers may not 
seem significant, each one of those hundred 
calls has helped a parent and child come clos-
er together through the support of their com-
munity. Recognizing the utmost importance 
that parents play in the development of not 
only their children, but of the future of our 
great country, the Parent Help Line helps par-
ents meet parenting challenges head on. 

Again, I would like to thank the volunteers 
and contributors of the Parent Help Line for 
the outstanding devotion they have shown to-
wards our nation’s greatest asset—our chil-
dren. 

f

TO DIRECT THE SECRETARY OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS TO ESTAB-
LISH A NATIONAL CEMETERY 
FOR VETERANS IN THE AT-
LANTA, GEORGIA METROPOLI-
TAN AREA 

HON. BOB BARR 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to announce the introduction of a very 
important piece of legislation which is vital to 
all veterans in the state of Georgia. Through 
the bill I am introducing today, the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs will develop a national 
cemetery for veterans in the Atlanta, Georgia 
metropolitan area. This bill is co-sponsored by 
the entire Georgia Delegation, and Senators 
CLELAND and COVERDELL have introduced a 
companion bill in the Senate. 

I want to thank the other Members of the 
Georgia delegation for their support of our ef-
forts. Congressmen COLLINS, NORWOOD, KING-

STON, LINDER, CHAMBLISS, DEAL, LEWIS, 
ISAKSON, BISHOP, and Congresswoman 
MCKINNEY realize the importance of this issue 
to Georgia’s veterans. 

I urge my colleagues in the House to sup-
port this effort not just on behalf of the vet-
erans in Georgia but veterans across our na-
tion. 

Our nation has a sacred obligation to fulfill 
the promises we made to our veterans when 
they agreed to risk and, in many cases, give 
their lives to protect the freedoms we all enjoy. 
One of those promises was a military burial in 
a national cemetery. 

In 1994, the Department of Veterans Affairs 
released its ‘‘Report on the National Cemetery 
System.’’ The Atlanta area was listed within 
the top 10 areas in the country with the great-
est need for burial space. This need has only 
increased significantly in the past few years. 
Establishing a national cemetery in Georgia 
would provide veterans and their families ac-
cessibility and the recognition they deserve. 

Georgia currently has only one national 
cemetery, located in Marietta. However, this 
cemetery has been full since the 1970s. The 
nearest national cemeteries accepting burials 
are located in Alabama and Tennessee. In ad-
dition to meeting the needs of veterans living 
in Georgia, placing a new national cemetery in 
the Atlanta area will alleviate the increasing 
demands on the cemeteries in Tennessee and 
Alabama. 

Neither of these sites in Tennessee and 
Alabama is reasonably accessible to most of 
the more than 700,000 veterans living in Geor-
gia, including some 450,000 veterans in the 
Atlanta metropolitan area. 

This legislation is supported by Pete Wheel-
er, Commissioner of the Georgia Veteran’s 
Association, and by the Georgia Disabled 
American Veterans, the American Legion, Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, and other veterans’ 
groups. I ask all veterans groups to support 
this legislation because it is only appropriate 
for Georgia’s heroes to be allowed to be laid 
to rest in their home state. 

This has been a long awaited process for 
Georgia veterans. These men and women de-
serve a proper resting place. The legislation 
we are introducing today is an important first 
step in creating a new national veterans cem-
etery. 

f

LEGISLATION TO PROMOTE FAIR 
COMPETITION IN ELECTRICITY 
MARKETS 

HON. PHIL ENGLISH 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, today, I am re-
introducing legislation I sponsored last year 
that would promote fair competition in elec-
tricity markets. Many states have passed or 
are considering plans to allow customers to 
choose among competing providers of elec-
tricity. Although action on certain aspects of 
competition should be left to states, the fed-
eral government needs to address competition 
issues as they relate to the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

The use of tax-exempt bonds and other tax 
exemptions granted to government-owned util-
ities are a significant problem in integrating 
them into the competitive marketplace. Such 
exemptions, in the context of competition, sub-
sidize the costs of a competitor, giving it an 
unfair advantage against all private, tax-paying 
participants. I believe that if government-
owned utilities want to compete in the open 
marketplace, then they must be restricted in 
issuing tax-exempt bonds and should give up 
income tax exemptions on sales outside their 
traditional service territory. Tax-free financing 
and exemption from federal income taxes 
pose no problem to electric competition if, and 
only if, government-owned utilities limit the use 
of these subsidies to serving their traditional 
service areas. 

My legislation, The Private Sector Enhance-
ment and Taxpayer Protection Act of 1999, 
addresses these concerns by prohibiting tax-
free bonds from being used to finance genera-
tion and transmission by government-owned 
utilities if such utilities choose to compete in 
open electricity markets. If such utilities elect 
to do so, any sales outside of their traditional 
service area should be, like other commercial 
operations, subject to federal income tax. 

This legislation will not affect government-
owned utilities that do not elect to sell genera-
tion or provide transmission in the new com-
petitive marketplace. Since the vast majority of 
municipal utilities, of which there are more 
than 2,000, do not generate electricity, this bill 
will not affect them. This bill does not affect 
rural electric cooperatives or federal govern-
ment utilities. My bill attempts to address the 
issue of large government-owned utilities that 
want to act like, and compete with, taxpaying 
entities in the electric marketplace. In a some-
what similar approach, the Administration has 
addressed the issue in their FY2000 budget 
proposal. 

I believe my legislation is a balanced, fair 
approach to establishing a level playing field 
for all power companies with none enjoying 
any special tax or financial advantages. I look 
forward to working with the Administration and 
my colleagues on this important issue. 

f

COMMEMORATING THE 40TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF FR. GILBERT G. 
ARCISZEWSKI’S PRIESTLY ORDI-
NATION 

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Fr. Gilbert G. Arciszewski, pastor of Our 
Lady Queen of Peace Catholic Church on the 
40th anniversary of his priestly ordination. 

Fr. Arciszewski is representative of the high 
caliber of priests from the Milwaukee Arch-
diocese. He is a lifelong resident of the com-
munity and has served in leadership positions 
of various churches in the Milwaukee area 
since his ordination. 

Fr. Arciszewski is a product of Milwaukee’s 
near South Side. He is proud of his Polish-
American heritage. He and his predecessor, 
the late Msgr. Alphonse Popek, traveled many 
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of the same paths to Queen of Peace church, 
growing up in the same neighborhoods, and 
going to the same schools, beginning with St. 
Adalbert’s elementary. The Popek and 
Arciszewski families lived only a few blocks 
from each other. 

Fr. Arciszewski studied canon law at St. 
Francis Seminary and was ordained May 30, 
1959 at St. John Cathedral by Archbishop Wil-
liam E. Cousins. He served as associate pas-
tor of St. Helen, Milwaukee, June 1959 to 
July, 1966, and St. Alexander, Milwaukee, 
July, 1966 to March, 1975, when he became 
pastor of St. Casimir. 

By coincidence, the celebration of his 25th 
anniversary of ordination in 1984 coincided 
with the 500th anniversary of the death of St. 
Casimir. 

In February of 1987, Fr. Arciszewski was 
assigned pastor of Our Lady Queen of Peace 
Catholic Church where he has served since. 
Among the many milestones observed at Our 
Lady Queen of Peace was the marriage of 
Frankie Yankovic, the polka legend, to his wife 
Ida. 

Mr. Speaker, on this the 40th anniversary of 
his ordination, I would like to recognize the 
contributions and commitment to the church 
and community demonstrated by Fr. 
Arciszewski. 

f

TRIBUTE TO PATRICIA LOGOLUSO 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Patricia (‘‘Patty’’) 
Logoluso on the occasion of her retirement 
from the Madera County Board of Supervisors. 
Patty has a long standing record of dedicated 
involvement in Madera County. 

Patty Logoluso was born and raised in 
Madera. Patty along with her two older broth-
ers and two sisters lived on the family farm in 
southern Madera. Her mother and father, Ben 
and Esther Bishel, taught their children the 
values of thrift and hard work. By the age of 
12, Patty was already playing an active role in 
the daily operation of the farm. 

Despite her responsibilities on the farm, 
Patty made time to participate in school sports 
such as volleyball, basketball, baseball and 
track. In 1963 she became a finalist at the 
Junior Olympics. Patty was also a member of 
the California Association of American Ath-
letes. She showed an early interest in govern-
ment becoming involved in Student Council, 
and held various offices throughout her ele-
mentary years. Patty’s high school years were 
even more active, and with the support of her 
parents, she ran for Freshman Class vice-
president, she later became president the fol-
lowing year. Additionally she was a member of 
the North Yosemite League of Student Coun-
cils, Commissioner of Awards, and Student 
Court Reporter. She was also a member of 
the California Scholarship Federation and was 
named Soroptomist Girl of the Month. 

Patty’s dedication to her family and commu-
nity has always been evident. Since 1973, she 
has been a member of the Madera County 

Farm Bureau and in 1985, became a member 
of the Raisin Bargaining Association, the Italo 
American Club, Inc., and the Statue of Liberty 
Ellis Island Foundation. From 1978 to 1992 
she served on numerous school site councils 
involved with principal selection committees 
and the Evaluation Committee for the High 
School State Report. 

In January of 1996, Patty was honored by 
Governor Pete Wilson, when he appointed her 
to fill an unexpired term of the Board of Super-
visors, District 1. In November of 1996, Patty 
was elected as County Supervisor of District 1 
on her own merit. In her time as Supervisor 
she has served on the Fresno Madera Area 
Agency on Aging, Interagency Children and 
Youth Services Council, CSAC Policy Com-
mittee for Agriculture and Natural Resources. 
Economic Development Commission and the 
Foreign Trade Zone Advisory Board. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to 
Patty Logoluso on the occasion of her retire-
ment from the Madera County Board of Super-
visors. For the past six years Patty has been 
a valuable asset to the public. I urge all of my 
colleagues to join me in wishing Patty best 
wishes for a bright future and continued suc-
cess. 

f

REMEMBERING THE MASSACRE AT 
HALABJA 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to re-
member a horrifying event in our world’s re-
cent history. Eleven years ago, Saddam Hus-
sein bombed the Kurdish town of Halabja with 
chemical weapons. Clouds of poison gas in-
cluding mustard gas and sarin were rained 
down on Saddam’s own people, merely be-
cause they were Kurds. 

This heinous act resulted in the death of 
over 5,000 innocent civilians and injury to ap-
proximately 10,000 others. However, Halabja 
was neither the first nor the last of the chem-
ical warfare attacks Saddam Hussein un-
leashed against the Iraqi Kurds. Throughout 
1988, Saddam’s brutal regime continued to 
use chemical weapons against its own people. 
In only 6 months, over 200 Kurdish villages 
were attacked and 25,000 people were killed 
by chemical weapons during the vicious Anfal 
Campaign. This campaign ultimately led to the 
destruction of 4,500 Kurdish villages and the 
death of 500,000 Kurdish people. More than 
200,000 Kurds remain missing and 500,000 
have been internally displaced. 

Although the people of Halabja undoubtedly 
suffered beyond words when this horrifying 
event occurred 11 years ago, their children 
and their children’s children will feel the effects 
of this one action of Saddam Hussein for gen-
erations to come. For, 11 years hence, the 
Halabja attack has not really ended. Many 
people in the region continue to suffer from 
respiratory problems, eye conditions, neuro-
logical disorders, skin problems, and cancers. 
All of these effects are attributable to long-
term damage to DNA caused by the chemicals 
used by Saddam in the attack. 

The Iraqi regime has never expressed re-
morse for Halabja, nor have Saddam Hussein 
and his thugs ever been called to account for 
these crimes they have committed against 
their own citizens. We do know that whether 
in attacks on Iraqis or neighboring states, in-
humanity is precisely the common element of 
Saddam Hussein’s policies. We must never 
forget the innocent people who died and those 
who continue to suffer from Saddam’s ruth-
lessness. 

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE BORDER 
IMPROVEMENT AND IMMIGRA-
TION ACT OF 1999

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, in the 105th 
Congress, I introduced legislation to amend 
section 110 of the Immigration Reform Act of 
1996 that mandated an automated entry-exit 
border control system by October 1, 1998. My 
bill, H.R. 2955, not only sought to correct the 
problems at the northern and southern borders 
that would have been created by hasty imple-
mentation of section 110, but also took a de-
liberate approach to analyzing the problem 
and determining the best solutions. 

Today, I am reintroducing an updated 
version of that bill for consideration during the 
106th Congress. Much has happened since 
last session’s introduction of H.R. 2955, but 
the need for this legislation has not waned. My 
intent in introducing this bill is not only to cor-
rect a flaw, but to reignite debate and discus-
sion as we work toward a final resolution of 
this critical problem. The response and enthu-
siastic support for this effort last year—culmi-
nating in delay of section 110’s implementa-
tion until March 2001—demonstrates unmis-
takably that Congress views this as a serious 
problem that needs a permanent fix. My bill 
will accomplish that. 

First, the bill would allow an entry-exit sys-
tem to be implemented only at airports. INS 
has created an automated system now in use 
at several airports. But, the expense and 
lengthy set-up phase for that system high-
lighted the need to delay the deadline for im-
plementation at other airports to give the Attor-
ney General enough time to effectively inte-
grate the system at every airport where aliens 
enter the United States. Further, it specifically 
excludes land borders or sea ports from the 
system created by section 110. In effect, it re-
peals section 110 with respect to land borders 
and sea ports. Finally, it contains an exception 
for any alien for whom documentation require-
ments at airports have been waived under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, primarily Ca-
nadians. 

Second, the bill requires the Attorney Gen-
eral to submit a report to Congress one year 
after enactment on the difficulties of devel-
oping and implementing an automated entry-
exit control system as presently prescribed in 
section 110, including arrivals and departures 
at land borders and sea ports. The study must 
assess the total cost and practical feasibility of 
various means of operating such an entry-exit 
system. 
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Third, the bill increases the number of INS 

border inspectors in each fiscal year, 2000–
2002, by not less than 300 full-time persons 
each year. These new INS inspectors must be 
equally assigned to the northern and southern 
borders. Similarly, Customs inspectors must 
also be increased at the land borders by not 
less than 150 full-time persons in each fiscal 
year, 2000–2002, and the Customs inspectors 
in each year must be evenly assigned to the 
northern and southern borders. 

Section 110 of the 1996 Immigration Reform 
Act mandated that an automated entry-exit 
system be established that would allow INS 
officers to match the entrance date with exit 
dates of legally admitted aliens. Congress in-
cluded this section at the last minute during 
the House-Senate conference with the intent 
of solving the problem of overstaying visa 
holders—aliens who enter the United States 
legally but overstay their allotted time. Be-
cause the U.S. does not have a departure 
management system to track who leaves the 
United States, a new entry-exit system was 
thought to be the best vehicle to solve the 
problem. 

In the rush to complete the bill before the 
end of the fiscal year on September 30, 1996, 
conferees did not have time to give this provi-
sion the scrutiny it deserves. Any attempt to 
install a documentation system will bring intol-
erable chaos and congestion to a system al-
ready strained. 

As representative of the 29th district of New 
York, I have a particular interest in the prob-
lem of delays and congestion at our northern 
border crossings. My district, which includes 
Buffalo and Niagara Falls, has more crossings 
than any other district along the border. In a 
relatively small area, we boast four highway 
bridges and two railroad bridges. I know from 
personal experience the problems that delays 
and congestion can cause at these crossings. 

Last year, more than 116 million people en-
tered the United States by land from Canada. 
Of these, more than 76 million were Canadian 
nationals or United States permanent resi-
dents. And more than $1 billion in goods and 
services trade crossed our border daily. To im-
plement section 110 as it now stands would 
not only impede this traffic flow, it would con-
travene the United States-Canada Shared 
Border Accord which was intended to facilitate 
increased crossings of people and goods be-
tween our two countries. 

Moreover, it is important to recognize the 
sense of borderless community that those liv-
ing on the United States and Canadian sides 
of the border experience on a daily basis. 
Friends, family, and business associates travel 
easily, indeed seamlessly, across this invisible 
border to shop, enjoy theater and restaurants, 
athletic events, and other recreational opportu-
nities. And, during last year’s long struggle 
over this issue, I learned that many of my 
southern border colleagues represent districts 
that have similar experiences and stories 
about interrelated cross-border communities 
that otherwise would be injured by section 
110. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe my bill comprehen-
sively addresses the problematic issues that 
are found in section 110. It is critical that sec-
tion 110 as it currently stands be amended in 
order to avoid unnecessary chaos at both the 

northern and southern land borders and sea 
ports and give INS the necessary time to im-
plement in an effective and affordable manner 
the current automated system at all airports. 
An automated entry-exit system elsewhere 
must not be implemented without careful con-
sideration of the many issues involved. The 
Border Improvement and Immigration Act of 
1999 will provide us with the necessary time 
and information for making a reasoned deci-
sion on whether to go forward with such a 
system. 

f

ON THE ‘‘ZZZZZ’S’’ TO ‘‘A’S’’ ACT 

HON. ZOE LOFGREN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to intro-
duce the ‘‘zzzz’s to A’s Act’’ and to draw at-
tention to an important issue for high school 
students across the United States. 

Those of us who have teenagers know how 
tough it is to get them out of bed early in the 
morning. My 14-year-old and 17-year-old are 
bright, eager students. But you would never 
know it when they have to wake up at the 
crack of dawn. They feel wiped out instead of 
raring to go. 

I knew there had to be an explanation, other 
than laziness or rebellion. My answer came a 
year ago, when I read about scientific findings 
confirming that puberty changes the body’s 
sleep cycle in such a way that makes it dif-
ficult—if not impossible—for most teens to fall 
asleep before 10 p.m. and to awaken early in 
the morning. Scientists also report that teens 
need more sleep than they will ever need 
again in life—at least 8 to 10 hours a night. 

It doesn’t take a rocket scientist—or a sleep 
scientist, in this case—to put these two facts 
together and realize that when high schools 
start before 8 a.m., kids are in class when 
they are sleepy. This sleep deprivation has 
harmful effects on learning abilities. it can lead 
to academic, behavioral, and psychological 
problems. Sleep deprivation also puts teens at 
risk for accidents and injuries, especially when 
driving. 

There’s a simple solution: adjust high school 
hours to be in sync with teenagers’ body 
clocks. As a mother I saw the need for 
change, and, as a Member of Congress I 
thought I could help. Today, I am reintroducing 
legislation to put teens in school during their 
most alert hours. 

My bill, called the ‘‘Zzzzz’s to A’s Act’’, 
could do more for improving education and re-
ducing teen crime than many other more ex-
pensive initiatives. It encourages school dis-
tricts to consider pushing back starting times—
not shortening the school day. My bill would 
make it easier for districts to do so by pro-
viding a federal grant up to $25,000 to help 
cover administrative and operating costs asso-
ciated with changing hours. 

A number of school districts across the 
country are looking at adjusting their hours, 
and handful already have. The districts in Min-
nesota, Arizona, and Kentucky that now start 
classes later have seen grades improve and 
student aggression decline. 

In addition to boosting academic perform-
ance, adjusting school hours helps mitigate 
the problem of juvenile crime. It keeps teens 
off the streets during the late afternoon hours 
when they are most likely to commit or be the 
victim of crime. FBI data shows that almost 
half of all violent juvenile crime occurs be-
tween 2 p.m., and 8 p.m., when many adoles-
cents are without supervision. 

My ‘‘Zzzzz’s to A’s’’ legislation has been en-
dorsed by the nation’s leading sleep research-
ers and by organizations from the National 
Sleep Foundation to Kids Safe Education 
Foundation and Rock the Vote. 

Teens are paying a heavy price for following 
the old adage ‘‘Early to bed, early to rise.’’ It’s 
time for high schools to synchronize their 
clocks with their students’ body clocks so the 
teens can go from ‘‘Zzzzz’s’’ to ‘‘A’s.’’

f

THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
NORTHSHORE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

HON. JAY INSLEE 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, this year the 
Northshore School districts celebrates its 40th 
Anniversary. I am honored to commemorate 
such a wonderful event. 

The Northshore School District is respon-
sible for over 20,000 students in King and 
Snohomish Counties, and is the eighth largest 
school district in Washington State. It’s current 
board members, Jean Fowler, Tim Barclay, 
Sue Paro, Kirby Larson, and B.Z. Davis, de-
vote countless hours of selfless service to the 
most valuable resource in this country—our 
children. Through their involvement, board 
members ensure that Northshore students 
have the knowledge and skills to be success-
ful and productive citizens in the 21st Century. 

Thank you, Northshore School District 
Board, for your commitment to education and 
congratulations, again, on your 40th Anniver-
sary. 

f

COMMON SENSE APPROACH TO 
SANCTIONS 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
pleased to join with so many of my colleagues 
on a bipartisan basis in reintroducing legisla-
tion, the ‘‘Enhancement of Trade, Security, 
and Human Rights through Sanctions Reform 
Act,’’ intended to establish a common sense 
procedural framework for consideration of fu-
ture U.S. unilateral sanctions. 

Sanctions reform is necessary because the 
proliferation of unilateral economic sanctions is 
causing lasting damage to America’s reputa-
tion as a reliable supplier in the global market-
place. It is estimated that U.S. sanctions cost 
$15 to $19 billion annually in lost U.S. exports 
and over 200,000 high-wage U.S. jobs. 

Moreover, experience has shown us that 
unilateral sanctions don’t work. A wide variety 
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of leading U.S. foreign policy experts, think 
tanks, and government studies have con-
cluded that unilateral sanctions are costly and 
counter-productive, particularly in a global 
economy, where technology, capital equip-
ment, financing, and farm commodities are 
freely available from U.S. competitors. 

Last year, the Glenn Amendment, which re-
quired the President to impose sanctions in re-
sponse to India and Pakistan’s nuclear tests, 
showed the weakness of relying on unilateral 
sanctions as an all-purpose foreign policy tool. 
The threat of sanctions, which were U.S. law 
prior to the testing, failed to deter India or 
Pakistan from conducting their tests, but would 
have cost the United States a major wheat 
sale if Congress had not intervened last year 
to grant the President waiver authority. 

The legislation I am introducing today seeks 
responsible reform of the decision making 
process associated with U.S. unilateral sanc-
tions. The bill’s primary goal is to ensure that 
Congress and the Administration have better 
information for more informed decision-making 
on sanctions bills and initiatives. 

Before imposing a unilateral sanction, the 
bill requires Congress and the President to re-
quest relevant information and address certain 
common-sense questions. Among them are 
the following. Is the proposed unilateral sanc-
tion likely to be effective? Is the sanction 
aimed at a clearly-defined and realistic objec-
tive? What are the economic costs for Amer-
ican industry and agriculture? Will the sanction 
undermine other U.S. security, foreign policy, 
and humanitarian objectives, such as relations 
with our key U.S. allies? Have potential alter-
natives, such as multilateral sanctions or diplo-
matic initiatives, been tried and failed? 

My colleagues and I who are sponsoring 
this legislation today intend to work quickly to 
move the legislation through the legislative 
process. Without the information that this bill 
would provide us about future sanctions, we 
risk taking action that is not in our interest and 
has a very small chance of success. This bill 
is about establishing effective procedures that 
will lead to effective results in the way we re-
spond to behavior by nations with which we 
have concerns. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation. 

f

TRIBUTE TO BURLINGTON COUNTY 
FIRST ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR 
MICHAEL E. RILEY 

HON. JIM SAXTON 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, on February 19, 
1999, the County of Burlington in New Jersey 
lost a dedicated public servant. Someone who 
has tirelessly fought for justice, the rights of 
victims, and heightened the awareness of do-
mestic violence, Michael E. Riley will truly be 
missed. 

After 19 years of public service to Burlington 
County, Mike Riley has stepped down as First 
Assistant Prosecutor to enter private practice. 
During his tenure, Mike became well known as 
one of New Jersey’s most respected trial attor-
neys. Described as the most experienced 

prosecutor in New Jersey, Mike successfully 
prosecuted nine capital murder cases, never 
losing a single homicide case, the most in 
Burlington County history. 

Outside of the courtroom, Mike was involved 
with many important civic groups. Mike was 
Co-Chair of the first Domestic Violence Work-
ing Group and was the first Director of the 
Burlington County Narcotic Task Force. Addi-
tionally, Mike shared his experience and ex-
pertise with others. He served as an adjunct 
professor at Widener Law School for 10 years 
and has served on the faculty of Monmouth 
College and Burlington County College. 

Many accolades can be bestowed upon Mi-
chael E. Riley, but I think the most honored 
one was summed up by a colleague when he 
stated that Mike ‘‘can’t be replaced.’’ This truly 
demonstrates the respect that Mike has 
among his peers. 

On behalf of the people of Burlington coun-
ty, I thank Michael E. Riley for his dedicated 
service to the County of Burlington and wish 
him well in his future endeavors. 

f

A TRIBUTE TO JUDY KENNEDY 

HON. HEATHER WILSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring 
to your attention the dedicated service of Judy 
Kennedy who recently retired after 18 years of 
service at the Juvenile Detention Center in Al-
buquerque, New Mexico. 

Judy Kennedy was a teacher and Education 
Director at the Juvenile Detention Center. Ms. 
Kennedy’s career has many milestones includ-
ing American Correctional Association certifi-
cation, expansion of classrooms, additions for 
special educations services, drug and alcohol 
education just to name a few. She worked to 
establish the Continuation School for kids who 
cannot return to regular schools due to their 
history of suspension or expulsion. Ms. Ken-
nedy recognized that these kids are part of 
our community, and that we need to give them 
a chance to be contributing members of our 
community. She worked with kids that others 
would consider ‘‘throwaways.’’

Ms. Kennedy touched the lives of many chil-
dren. It has been sighted in many articles 
about at-risk kids, ‘‘one of the most important 
factors in changing their lives is a caring 
adult.’’ Judy Kennedy is that caring adult. 

f

TRIBUTE TO ALFRED GINSBURG 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Alfred ‘‘Al’’ Ginsburg on 
his retirement from the Madera County Board 
of Supervisors. Supervisor Ginsburg has 
served the Board of Supervisors for 24 years. 

Al Ginsburg is a native Californian born in 
Tulare County. The Ginsburg family then 
moved on to Chowchilla where Al attended 

Chowchilla elementary schools and Chowchilla 
High School. Al then graduated from Fresno 
State College, now known as California State 
University, Fresno, with a degree in business 
administration. From 1948 to 1950 Al owned 
and operated a family shoe store, but in 1950 
he became a full time farmer, this was before 
his interest in government brought him into the 
political arena. 

Al Ginsburg has served the people of 
Madera County in many capacities, serving as 
an elected leader and devoting his time to 
community service. Al served as a member of 
the Chowchilla city council for 16 years, sev-
eral times during the 16 years, he held the po-
sition of Mayor. He also served on the 
Chowchilla High School Board for 10 years 
and served as a member of the Madera Coun-
ty Civil Service Commission for 12 years. Al 
was also a member of the Local Agency For-
mation Commission and the Local Transpor-
tation Commission and Authority. 

During his time on the Madera County 
Board of Supervisors, Al has taken on numer-
ous tasks. Al served as a member of the 
County Supervisors Association of California, 
CSAC, and presently serves as a member of 
the Board of Directors. Al is a current member 
of the CSAC Public Finance and Operations 
Policy Committee. He has also been a mem-
ber of the Regional Council of Rural Counties 
Board of Directors. A resident of Madera 
County for 67 years, Al Ginsburg is in his sixth 
term as a Member of the Board of Super-
visors. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to Al 
Ginsburg on the occasion of his retirement 
from the Madera County Board of Supervisors. 
Al Ginsburg leaves behind a proud legacy of 
community service. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in wishing Al Ginsburg many years of 
continued success. 

f

TRIBUTE TO BAY VIEW HIGH 
SCHOOL DEBATE TEAM 

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, it is with im-
mense pride and pleasure that I rise to con-
gratulate the students, parents, teachers and 
faculty who contributed to the championship 
season recorded by the Bay View High School 
(BVHS) debate team in the Wisconsin High 
School Forensic Association’s (WHSFA) an-
nual State Debate Tournament held at UW-
Oshkosh on January 28th and 29th. 

I applaud the efforts of affirmatives Kimberly 
Malak and Robert Croston, and negatives 
Benita Anderson and Corey Scott for their 
wonderful individual and team accomplish-
ments. 

Additionally, the affirmative team shares the 
honor of an undefeated record with the affirm-
ative team from Cedarburg. Both finished with 
7–0 records. Bay View’s winning score was 12 
wins and two losses. Other Milwaukee Public 
Schools (MPS) teams participating at the tour-
nament were Rufus King High School, which 
placed 4th overall, and Juneau Business High 
School. 
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The 1998–99 season for the Bay View High 

School debate team was historic. The varsity 
team won an invitational tournament held at 
Sheboygan South High School for the first 
time since 1995. The team also successfully 
defended its 1997 City Championship First 
Place Trophy on December 11, 1998. After 
qualifying at the district debates for partici-
pating in the WHSFA State Tournament earlier 
in January, the Bay View team was matched 
against others from across the state in what 
many consider the premier debate tournament 
of the year. 

The team has been coached by Mr. Ray 
Lane since the 1995–96 season. Mr. Daemien 
Morscher, a 1993 BVHS graduate, National 
Merit Scholar, and former member of the de-
bate team, is serving as assistant coach. 
Other members of the team include Daniel 
Brandt, Kenneth Dunbeck, Steven Finch, Matt 
Hickling, Leonard Wilson, Robert Woodliff, and 
Winston Woods. Ben Silver also participated 
in some tournaments. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to salute the tal-
ent and commitment of the Bay View High 
School debate team on its outstanding sea-
son, which I bring before you in commenda-
tion. 

f

SOCIAL SECURITY 

HON. BERNARD SANDERS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
call your attention to an article printed in the 
March edition of the Labor Party Press.

[From the Labor Party Press, Mar. 1999] 
DON’T BLOW AWAY SOCIAL SECURITY 

SOCIAL SECURITY BASICS 
Under Social Security, workers contribute 

a certain amount of their pay into the sys-
tem through their work life. They then earn 
entitlement to family benefits when they re-
tire, become disabled, or die. 

Social Security is funded through payroll 
taxes (FICA, or Federal Insurance Contribu-
tion Act) on both the employee and em-
ployer. Currently each pays 6.2 percent on all 
wages and salaries up to a maximum of 
$68,400 in income. The payroll taxes we pay 
today finance the benefits for today’s retir-
ees. From the money we contribute, the gov-
ernment writes Social Security checks and 
mails them to beneficiaries. 

Any extra money collected through payroll 
taxes goes into a Social Security Trust 
Fund. Until the 1990s, the Social Security 
Trust Fund was relatively small. However, it 
has ballooned in size in the past decade—and 
in fact has helped create the much cele-
brated ‘‘balanced budget.’’

Some 44 million Americans receive bene-
fits from Social Security. Thirty million of 
these are the elderly and their dependents, 6 
million are the disabled and their depend-
ents, and 7 million are the survivors of de-
ceased workers. 

About 92 percent of people over 65 receive 
Social Security benefits. Since 1935, when 
the labor movement helped force passage of 
Social Security, the program has dramati-
cally reduced poverty among the elderly and 
disabled. Unfortunately, though, some people 
who really need it—like farmworkers—still 
aren’t entitled to Social Security. 

WHAT’S GOOD ABOUT SOCIAL SECURITY 
Social Security has dramatically cut pov-

erty among the elderly and disabled. While 
about 12 percent of seniors currently live in 
poverty, without Social Security, 42 percent 
would be poor. About two-thirds of the elder-
ly rely on Social Security to provide over 
half their retirement income. Social Secu-
rity is especially essential since the U.S. 
does not require employers to provide pen-
sions. 

Social Security is progressive. Those who 
have been paid high salaries throughout 
their lives will get a much smaller percent-
age of their salary replaced by Social Secu-
rity than those who have worked all their 
lives in low-wage jobs. An average wage-
earner retiring in 1997 will get back about 44 
percent of his or her earnings from Social 
Security. A high wage-earner gets back 
about 25 percent. And a low wage-earner gets 
about 80 percent. 

Social Security benefits just about every-
one. About 92 percent of people over 65 get 
Social Security. It’s a program that work-
ing-class, middle-class, and poor people can 
all get behind. 

Social Security is efficient. Because it is 
run entirely by the federal government, puts 
all the money into one pool and invests it in 
one place. Social Security only spends about 
one percent of benefits on administration. 

WHAT OTHER COUNTRIES DO BETTER 
All seven major industrialized countries 

(Japan, Canada, United Kingdom, U.S., Ger-
many, France, and Italy) have systems that 
are, like ours, pay-as-you-go. Today’s work-
ers support today’s retirees. 

Italy, Germany, and France spend 12–14 
percent of their gross domestic product to 
support retirees. The U.S. spends 6.9 percent. 
Japan, Canada, and the UK pay slightly less 
than us. 

In the U.S., the average-earning worker 
can expect to get 42–44 percent of his or her 
income replaced on retirement. In Germany, 
France, and Italy the rate is 50 percent. 

In the U.S., Germany, and Japan, retire-
ment age is now 65. It’s lower in France, 
Italy, and Canada. In the U.K., it’s 65 for men 
and 60 for women. (The U.S. retirement age 
is slated to go up to 67 for people born after 
1960.) 

All the industrialized countries have pro-
grams to cover the healthcare costs of retir-
ees, but American retirees have to pay more 
out of their pockets than seniors in the other 
six countries. Today, U.S. seniors pay a third 
of their medical costs themselves. 

WHAT WE SHOULD DO ABOUT SOCIAL SECURITY 
The Social Security system is quite sound, 

and with only minor modifications, it should 
stay that way. We don’t have to institute 
privatization, raise the retirement age, cut 
benefits, reformulate the cost-of-living 
index, or increase the payroll tax on workers 
to ‘‘save’’ Social Security. 

One modest and relatively painless change 
to Social Security would wipe out a big 
chunk of the shortfall that some are pro-
jecting: Eliminate the payroll-tax earning 
cap. Currently, the Social Security payroll 
tax is not paid on wages in excess of $68,400. 
Since the ranks of the very rich, have been 
growing, this has resulted in something of a 
drain on Social Security. In the early 1980s, 
90 percent of all wages fell under the thresh-
old. Now it’s 87 percent, and it’s expected to 
drop to 85 percent. Why not make it 100 per-
cent? 

Says economist Dean Baker: ‘‘If you elimi-
nate the cap altogether, it would wipe out 
about three-quarters of the projected Social 

Security shortfall. The amount that will be 
paid out in Social Security benefits won’t be 
that much more than before, because it’s a 
progressive pay-out structure. Someone who 
earned a million or two in their lifetime 
might only get an annual Social Security 
payment of $50,000, say.’’

Another proposal the Labor Party has sug-
gested: raise the payroll tax on employers—
but not workers. Workers have seen a net 
drain on their incomes for the past couple of 
decades, and this would be one way to begin 
to tip the balance in the other direction.

f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO INCREASE PENALTIES FOR 
FALSE REPORTING AND INAC-
CURATE ROYALTY PAYMENTS 
ON FEDERAL OIL AND GAS 
LEASES 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, American taxpayers are being sys-
tematically cheated out of hundreds of millions 
of dollars by oil companies that do not pay the 
correct amount of royalties on the oil and gas 
they produce from public lands. 

We can see evidence of this fraudulent be-
havior in several Congressional investigations, 
the Department of Justice litigation and a Clin-
ton Administration Interagency Task Force re-
port. Additionally, the Justice Department in-
tervened in 8 of 19 qui tam cases filed by pri-
vate individuals alleging hundreds of millions 
of dollars underpaid to the federal govern-
ment. One company (Mobil) has settled with 
the federal government for $45 million. In ad-
dition, States (including Alaska, California, Ala-
bama, Louisiana and Texas) have brought 
similar lawsuits that have been settled for al-
most $3 billion. The Interior Department is col-
lecting more than $275 million on underpay-
ments. 

To correct the underlying problem, the De-
partment of the Interior has tried—unsuccess-
fully—for the past three years to revise its 
rules to make it more difficult for oil producers 
to avoid paying accurate royalties. The pro-
posed regulations would clarify long standing 
legal requirements requiring the industry’s re-
sponsibility to pay the cost of marketing the 
public’s oil and gas. But some oil producers 
have been systematically deducting those 
costs from the amounts they owe taxpayers. 
Under the new rules, these producers would 
be required to pay the correct amount—based 
on real-market sales—to the American people 
who own the oil and gas. 

Instead of supporting this necessary correc-
tive action, however, Congress has enacted 
legislative riders preventing the implementa-
tion of the new rules at a cost of more than 
$60 million a year, most of which would go to 
fund public education. The Senate is poised to 
extend this travesty on the Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations bill, and the House is 
expected to go along in Conference Com-
mittee. Taxpayers should be distressed that 
Congress would rather side with industry rath-
er than assure fair market value on the 
public’s natural resources. 
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This larceny has gone on too long. It is time 

for the Congress to consider legislation that 
will assure prompt and accurate payment of 
royalties instead of providing cover to that por-
tion of the industry that wants to shortchange 
taxpayers on their resources we all own. 

That is why I am introducing legislation 
today that will impose a penalty of treble dam-
ages on any producer who chronically under-
values royalty payments. If industry will not 
pay the correct amount voluntarily and fights 
efforts to issue legitimate rules to safeguard 
the public, then industry must know that abus-
ers, when caught, will be punished. 

For those in the industry who abide by the 
rules and pay the correct amount, this legisla-
tion has no effect. But on those who deceive 
and delay, this legislation will mean serious 
punishment. 

This bill will require under payors to pay 
three times the amount they should have paid 
plus a $25,000 civil penalty for each violation. 
In addition, lessees found guilty of chronic re-
peated failure to pay correctly would be sub-
ject to an additional civil penalty three times 
the amount owed for a single violation. Finally, 
the bill would require the federal government 
to share such sums collected under the pen-
alty provisions with the State in which the vio-
lation occurred, as happens with royalty pay-
ments overall. 

This bill will not affect responsible compa-
nies in the oil and gas sector. Nevertheless, 
we must draw a bright line for companies that 
deliberately and repeatedly withhold revenues 
to the taxpaying public. Unfortunately, there is 
a history of underpayments in this field that re-
quires a strong legislative response. I would 
hope the Congress ends its practice of ignor-
ing these underpayments and instead takes 
actions on this legislation to assure that tax-
payers receive the royalties they are due. 

f

TRIBUTE TO BRIDGET MEYER 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Bridget Meyer, an extraordinary high 
school student who is being honored as a 
Young Woman of Excellence by the San 
Mateo County Women’s Hall of Fame. 

Bridget Meyer has been described by her 
teacher as someone who always gives one 
hundred percent and puts the feelings and 
concerns of others first. Bridget is a special 
young woman who, through difficulties with 
her family and finances, has worked every day 
after school to pay her rent. This alone is re-
markable. However, when one considers that 
she’s been doing this while maintaining a 4.0 
grade point average and serving as Senior 
Class Vice President, the achievements of her 
young life are all the more amazing. 

Bridget is a young woman who leads by ex-
ample. Whether she is volunteering at Habitat 
for Humanity, Safe Rides or AIDS Awareness, 
Bridget is constantly giving of herself to make 
our community better. 

Mr. Speaker, Bridget Meyer is an out-
standing young woman who serves as a role 

model to her classmates, her family and her 
community. To those who say we live in a 
time when we lack heroes, they haven’t met 
Bridget Meyers. I salute Bridget for her re-
markable contributions and commitment to her 
community. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring her on being named a Young 
Woman of Excellence by the San Mateo 
County Women’s Hall of Fame. 

f

KNOW YOUR CUSTOMER 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
applaud the efforts of citizens in my district 
and across the country. Thanks to their 
unending efforts, the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation (FDIC) recently retracted 
their proposed ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ rule. 
This proposal would have required banks to 
monitor their customers and snoop out infor-
mation for federal government files. 

According to the FDIC, the intent of the 
‘‘Know Your Customer;’’ rule was to ensure 
that banks and savings institutions have poli-
cies and procedures for screening transactions 
tied to criminal activities, such as money laun-
dering or drug trafficking. In reality, this legis-
lation would have created an Orwellian system 
of government. Our constituents recognized 
this and voiced their strong opposition to it. 

We should not forget that Americans have 
the right to expect privacy protections. The 
fact is, under the ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ rule, 
banks would have been required to track 
money sources and report all ‘‘out-of-the-
oridinary’’ transactions to the federal govern-
ment. In other words, this would have allowed 
the banks and our government the right to 
snoop in our personal information. That is 
wrong! Good business practices should al-
ready allow banks to know their customers. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank American 
citizens for strengthening our democratic sys-
tem of government by loudly voicing their op-
position to this rule. ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ 
would have been a clear invasion of privacy of 
all citizens and I am pleased it has been re-
tracted. 

f

JOHN LEE SULLIVAN MAKES HIS 
MARK ON THE WORLD 

HON. BOB ETHERIDGE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate Caroline and Richard Sullivan 
of Charlotte, North Carolina. On March 7, 
1999 at Presbyterian Hospital in Charlotte, 
they welcomed into the world their first child, 
John Lee Sullivan. There is nothing more won-
derful and joyous than watching a child grow 
and I known that they will treasure every new 
day with their son. Faye joins me in wishing 
the Sullivans great happiness during this very 
special time of their lives. 

CONSUMER CREDIT REPORT ACCU-
RACY AND PRIVACY ACT OF 1999

HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join eleven of my colleagues in in-
troducing the Consumer Credit Report Accu-
racy and Privacy Act of 1999. My bill gives 
every American the right to examine and cor-
rect their credit reports free of charge. 

The credit reporting industry affects the lives 
of virtually every working American. Informa-
tion used in a credit report can affect the abil-
ity to obtain a job, credit card, insurance pol-
icy, or even a place to live. For this reason, it 
is imperative that the credit industry maintain 
accurate records on American consumers. 

In spite of the fact that the reporting of false 
delinquencies, errors in personal demographic 
information, and missing credit accounts all 
have the potential to result in the denial of 
credit, only six states (Colorado, Georgia, 
Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey and 
Vermont) offer consumers free credit reports 
on request. For the rest of the nation, most 
consumers cannot obtain a free credit report 
until after they have already been denied cred-
it or suspect they are a victim of fraud. 

The fact that the three largest credit bu-
reaus have 450 million files on individual con-
sumers and process over 2 billion pieces of 
data every month presents a daunting chal-
lenge to maintain the most accurate records 
possible. Given these figures, the chance of 
acquiring inaccurate information is highly like-
ly. In fact, some studies have shown that up 
to one third of credit reports could contain se-
rious mistakes. 

It is important to note that the credit report-
ing industry gathers its information without the 
direct consent of American consumers, and in 
turn, uses this information for its own profit 
through the sales of reports to credit grantors, 
employers, insurance companies, and land-
lords. Consumers should have the right to 
know what is being said about them, espe-
cially if the information will affect their overall 
credit standing. 

My bill will also help to address the growing 
problem of identify theft. Increasingly, crimi-
nals are able to obtain personal credit reports 
and assume a consumer’s credit identity. In 
the process, they are able to run up huge 
debts while ruining the unsuspecting victim’s 
credit records. We could minimize this prob-
lem if consumers more regularly audited their 
own credit reports to find out who else has 
been looking at them. 

This bill has the endorsement of the nation’s 
key consumer advocacy organizations, includ-
ing U.S. Public Interest Research Group, Con-
sumer Action, Community Reinvestment Com-
mittee, Consumer Federation of America, As-
sociation of Community Organizations for Re-
form Now, and the National Community Rein-
vestment Coalition. 

In closing, the Consumer Credit Report Ac-
curacy and Privacy Act encourages con-
sumers to be pro-active in reviewing and pro-
tecting their personal credit history from pos-
sible mistakes and fraud. My bill simply gives 
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consumers the right to know what credit bu-
reaus are saying about them without having to 
pay a fee for the privilege. 

f

SIKHS WILL CELEBRATE 300TH AN-
NIVERSARY—AMERICA SHOULD 
SUPPORT SIKH FREEDOM 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, this April marks 
a very significant occasion, the 300th anniver-
sary of the Sikh Nation. The occasion will be 
celebrated with a big march in Washington, 
with prayers, and in many other ways. Let us 
join with the Sikhs on this auspicious occasion 
and pray that they will soon enjoy the same 
freedom in their homeland, Punjab, Khalistan, 
that we enjoy here in America. 

I would like to congratulate the Sikh Nation 
on this major milestone, which was brought to 
my attention by Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, 
President of the Council of Khalistan. Many of 
us have been made aware of the brutal op-
pression of the Sikhs by the Indian govern-
ment due to Dr. Aulakh’s tireless efforts. I am 
pleased to note that Dr. Aulakh’s office is or-
ganizing the march. 

There are half of a million Sikhs in the 
United States. They have added to the rich-
ness of American life in many aspects of life 
and work. They have been productive, proud, 
law-abiding Americans. The Sikhs came to 
this country to enjoy the freedom that has 
made America the great country that it is. On 
this very special occasion for he Sikh Nation, 
let us honor those fine Americans by taking 
steps to help their Sikh brothers and sisters in 
Punjab, Khalistan enjoy the same freedom. 
That is the best way to prevent another Bos-
nia or Kosovo in South Asia. 

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
freedom for Sikhs, Christians, Muslims, Dalits, 
or other minorities in India today. The Indian 
government continues to practice a brutal op-
pression that has taken tens of thousands of 
Sikh, Christian, Muslim, and other human 
lives. Yet this brutal country continues to be 
among the top five recipients of U.S. aid. 

Why are we using tax dollars to support this 
repressive government? Even with our budget 
surplus, this is a bad use of taxpayers’ money. 
We should cut off this aid and declare our 
support for self-determination in the Indian 
subcontinent. The Sikhs of Khalistan, the Mus-
lims of Kashmir, the Christians of Nagaland, 
and others seek only to decide their futures in 
the democratic way, by voting. As the beacon 
of freedom in the world, it is our moral duty to 
support this struggle for freedom. Let us take 
the occasion of the Sikh Nation’s 300th anni-
versary to commit ourselves to full support for 
freedom for all people, starting with these few 
simple measures. 

TRIBUTE TO BESSIE BAUGHN 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Bessie Baughn, an exceptional citizen 
of San Mateo County, California, who will be 
inducted into the San Mateo County Women’s 
Hall of Fame on Friday, March 26, 1999. 

Bessie Baughn’s motto is: ‘‘If there’s a 
need, I fill it.’’ This explains the amazing list of 
boards and organizations which Bessie cur-
rently is an integral part of. She has been 
named the Volunteer of the Year twice, the 
Woman of Distinction, and the Woman of the 
Year. 

Several of Bessie Baughn’s achievements 
include founding the San Bruno Volunteer 
Services and Operation Video which provides 
videos to the residents of nursing homes. Bes-
sie not only puts in time and energy, but also 
her own resources to help start and sustain 
these important programs and services. Bes-
sie Baughn not only practices volunteerism, 
she preaches it as well. She writes a weekly 
column in the Independent where she encour-
ages community work and volunteerism. 

Mr. Speaker, Bessie Baughn is an out-
standing woman and I salute her for her re-
markable contributions and commitment to our 
community. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring her on being inducted into the San 
Mateo County Women’s Hall of Fame. 

f

INTRODUCING THE FAIR PAY ACT 
OF 1999

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, Senator TOM 
HARKIN and I are introducing the Fair Pay Act 
of 1999, a bill that would require employers to 
pay equal wages to women and men per-
forming comparable jobs in an effort to rem-
edy the pay inequities that women continue to 
endure. We introduce this bill simultaneously 
in both Houses as an indication of the pre-
eminent importance many American families 
attach to equal pay today. 

At 76 percent of a men’s wage, women’s 
wages and the wage gap remain totally unac-
ceptable. The continuing disparity is especially 
untenable considering that a significant part of 
the narrowing of the gap since 1963 is be-
cause of a decline in men’s wages over the 
decades. The Equal Pay Act (EPA) was 
passed in 1963, and by focusing on pay dis-
parities where men and women were doing 
the same (or similar) jobs, has helped narrow 
the wage gap between men and women. The 
Fair Pay Act takes the Equal Pay Act an im-
portant step further and seeks to confront the 
pay disparity problem of the 1990’s the way 
the EPA confronted the equal pay problem in 
the 1960’s. 

Why has equal pay, once considered a 
women’s issue, gone to the top of the polls for 
American families today? American families 

are becoming deeply dependent on women’s 
wages today. Even in two-parent families, 
66% of the women work, and the number of 
female-headed households has more than 
doubled since 1970. 

Although most American families today must 
rely heavily on women’s wages, women con-
tinue to earn less than their male counterparts 
with comparable qualifications and duties. 
Women complete more schooling than men 
but still have not caught up with men in earn-
ings. Much of what progress has been made 
can be traced to the earnings of a small group 
of professional or highly skilled women. The 
average woman—the woman who works in a 
historically underpaid traditionally female occu-
pation—has seen little progress. Over her life-
time, a woman loses over $420,000 because 
of pay inequity, and collectively, women and 
their families lose more than $100 billion in 
wages each year because of wage discrimina-
tion. 

The FPA recognizes that if men and women 
are doing comparable work, they should be 
paid a comparable wage. If a woman is an 
emergency services operator, a female-domi-
nated profession, for example, she should be 
paid no less than a fire dispatcher, a male-
dominated profession, simply because each of 
these jobs has been dominated by one sex. If 
a woman is a social worker, a traditionally fe-
male occupation, she should earn no less than 
a probation officer, a traditionally male job, 
simply because of the gender associated with 
each of these jobs. 

The FPA, like the EPA, will not tamper with 
the market system. As with the EPA, the bur-
den will be on the plaintiff to prove discrimina-
tion. She must show that the reason for the 
disparity is sex or race discrimination, not le-
gitimate market factors. 

As women’s employment has become an in-
creasingly significant factor in the real dollar 
income of American families, fair pay between 
the sexes has escalated in importance. There 
are remaining Equal Pay Act problems in our 
society, but the greatest barrier to pay fairness 
for women and their families today is a line 
drawn in the workplace between men and 
women doing work of comparable value. I ask 
for your support of the Fair Pay Act to pay 
women what they are worth so that their fami-
lies may get what they need and deserve. 

f

TRIBUTE TO MRS. FAY MARTIN 
JOHNSTON 

HON. CHARLES W. ‘‘CHIP’’ PICKERING 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to pay tribute to a remarkable lady, Mrs. Fay 
Martin Johnston. Mrs. Johnston was one of 
my constituents from Forest, Mississippi. She 
passed away on February 27, 1999. 

Mrs. Johnston was born in Edwards, Mis-
sissippi and was a resident of Forest since 
1941. Mrs. Johnston was the wife of the late 
Eric E. Johnston, Jr. He was the former editor 
and publisher of the Scott County Times 
newspaper, Mayor of Forest, and noted author 
of books related to Mississippi politics. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:07 Oct 01, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0689 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\E24MR9.000 E24MR9



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS5660 March 24, 1999
During World War II, Mrs. Johnston as-

sumed publication of the Scott County Times 
newspaper when her husband was called into 
the Army. She literally ‘‘did it all’’—writing, ed-
iting, and operating the printing press in order 
to get the paper published. Mrs. Johnston was 
a charter member of the Scott County Chapter 
of the Daughters of the American Revolution 
and was actively involved in the Forest Pres-
byterian Church. 

Mrs. Johnston’s pride and joy was her fam-
ily that included daughters Carol (Mrs. Bob 
Lindley), and Lynn (Mrs. Ben Catalina) and 
their families, her son Erle ‘‘Bubby’’ Johnston 
III, and his wife. 

Mr. Sid Salter, current editor and publisher 
of the Scott County Times said, ‘‘Fay Johnston 
was a great lady and matriarch of a great 
newspaper family in Mississippi. She and Erle 
dedicated their lives to this community and 
were good stewards of the newspaper. In re-
turn they had the respect of the community 
and many, many friends here. The Johnston 
family has left a great mark on this city and 
county.’’

The legacy Mrs. Johnston leaves behind 
may best be described as love of God, love of 
family, love of Mississippi and country, and 
certainly love of Scott County and the town of 
Forest. I wish to extend my sympathy to her 
family, while at the same time, express my ap-
preciation for her life of service. 

f

SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVER-
SITY’S 100TH ANNIVERSARY: A 
CENTURY OF OPPORTUNITY 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
invite my colleague to join me in celebrating 
the 100th anniversary of the founding of San 
Francisco State University. The university was 
established on March 22, 1899. For three dec-
ades I had the privilege of serving as a pro-
fessor of economics at this august educational 
institution, possibly the most ethnically diverse 
university in America. Then, as now, it had a 
commitment to provide a first-rate education to 
those who could not easily achieve one else-
where—first and second generation immi-
grants and the working class. 

My colleagues on the faculty of San Fran-
cisco State University are outstanding. They 
have received innumerable honors and 
awards over the years, including the Pulitzer 
Prize and the prestigious MacArthur ‘‘genius’’ 
grant. The all-round excellence of the faculty 
has created a curriculum renowned for its di-
versity. The creative writing, poetry, per-
forming arts, film, and journalism departments 
are all nationally acclaimed. The masters pro-
gram in biology was ranked first in the nation 
by the National Science Foundation for grad-
uates who went on to earn doctorates. In the 
astronomy department, Professor Goeff Marcy 
and Paul Butler discovered two planets orbit-
ing stars beyond our solar system in 1996, 
and they have discovered 10 more planets 
since then. 

Though the faculty’s academic strengths 
and excellent research are obvious, at San 

Francisco State teaching comes first. This 
school, which began as a teacher’s college, 
retains its dedication to educating its students. 
Academic appointments are competitive, and 
as a result San Francisco State has been able 
to hire the best. Professors are hired for their 
teaching ability and dedication, generally car-
rying a course load of four classes. 

Assigning teaching the number one priority 
has paid off in the classroom. Robert 
Corrigan, the excellent president of San Fran-
cisco State, says of the student experience: 
‘‘Students get a better education here. They 
are in a classroom with someone with a doc-
toral degree and 20 years of teaching experi-
ence, and there might be only 25 students in 
the class.’’

During its century of service to the Bay 
Area, San Francisco State University has 
awarded 185,020 degrees. Its students have 
gone on to successful careers in every con-
ceivable field, and even our current Mayor of 
San Francisco is a former student of the uni-
versity. Graduates and faculty of San Fran-
cisco State have also served with us here in 
the Congress. 

For the past hundred years San Francisco 
State University has educated and enriched 
the Bay area, the state of California, and our 
nation. I am honored to have contributed to 
this outstanding educational institution, Mr. 
Speaker, and I am delighted on this auspi-
cious anniversary to pay tribute to its tradition 
of diversity and excellence. San Francisco 
State is truly American in the best possible 
sense of the word—it provides the opportunity 
for anyone to excel. As an educator, as a 
member of the San Francisco State commu-
nity, and as a Californian, I congratulate San 
Francisco State University on its first century. 

f

TRIBUTE TO MRS. FATEMEH 
AZODANLOO 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to my colleagues attention the attached 
remarks on the condolences to the Rajavi and 
Azodanloo families, particularly to Mrs. 
Maryam Rajavi, Iran’s President-elect, at their 
loss.

With great regret, I learned of the death of 
Mrs. Fatemeh Azodanloo at the age of 75. I 
offer my condolences to the Rajavi and 
Azodanloo families, particularly to Mrs. 
Maryam Rajavi, Iran’s President-elect, at 
their loss. For the past 25 years, Mrs. 
Azodanloo was a comrade in arms in her 
daughter’s struggle for human rights and de-
mocracy. 

During both the shah and Khomeini eras, 
Mrs. Azodanloo was a firm supporter of the 
Resistance to establish democracy and 
human rights in Iran. She and her family 
were subjected to constant abuse by the 
shah’s officers and the theocratic mullahs. In 
the early 70s, her son Mahmood was arrested 
for cooperating with the Mojahedin by 
Savak—the vicious secrete police of the 
shah. Until the overthrow of the shah, she 
was harassed and her house raided by Savak 
and its notorious officers on many occasions. 

She came to know other Mojahedin family 
members during her visits to Mahmoud in 
the shah’s prisons. Along with them, she 
began to expose the violation of human 
rights by the shah and to raise money for the 
families of political prisoners. During this 
period, her daughter Nargess, was arrested 
and later on executed by Savak. In the early 
1970s, her daughter Maryam along with her 
other children made contact with the 
Mojahedin and began working for their 
democratic, humanitarian goals and ideals. 
During this period Mrs. Azodanloo helped her 
daughter Maryam, who had become a leader 
of the anti-shah student movement and a 
women’s rights activist. 

After the downfall of the shah in February 
1979, the Azodanloo family home became 
known in Tehran as a center for exposing 
Khomeini’s religious dictatorship. Mrs. 
Azodanloo expanded her efforts to spread the 
Mojahedin’s ideas in defense of human rights 
and democracy. She took every opportunity 
to expose Khomeini and his despotism under 
the name of Islam. She was also active dur-
ing her daughter Maryam’s candidacy in the 
first parliamentary elections, in which she 
received 250,000 votes despite rampant rig-
ging. 

On June 20, 1981, in response to the 
Mojahedin’s call, half a million people dem-
onstrated in Tehran. The protest against vio-
lations of democratic rights was turned into 
a blood bath on Khomeini’s order. From that 
night, the massacre of members and sup-
porters of the democratic forces, particu-
larly the Mojahedin, began. It was absolutely 
clear that the era of political activity had 
ended, and resistance was the only option. 
From then on, Mrs. Azodanloo, despite near-
ly 60, embraced an underground life. Despite 
the repressive atmosphere in Tehran, she 
lived in the Resistance’s bases, obtaining 
necessary supplies and drawing up security 
plans. 

At this time, her youngest daughter, 
Massoumeh, was wounded in an armed at-
tack by Revolutionary Guards, who am-
bushed her house in order to arrest her and 
her husband. She was pregnant when ar-
rested. She was brutally tortured, and at the 
age of 23 in September 1982, died under tor-
ture. Her husband, Massoud Izadkhah, was 
executed. 

Despite her sorrow, Mrs. Azodanloo never 
gave up, and persisted in her resistance, en-
couraging the Mojahedin in their struggle. 
She remained among the movement’s 
staunchest supporters, throughout the most 
difficult of times. 

Mrs. Fatemeh Azodanloo escaped from Iran 
in 1985. She remained active on behalf of the 
Resistance outside Iran, and always held 
dear the resistance forces inside Iran and in 
the National Liberation Army on the Iran-
Iraq border. At her request, a few months 
prior to her death, she left Paris for one of 
the NLA’s bases on the Iran-Iraq border, 
where she died in the company of her chil-
dren and grandchildren.

f

TRIBUTE TO MARION JOSEPH 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Marion Joseph, an extraordinary citizen 
of San Mateo County, California, who will be 
inducted into the San Mateo County Women’s 
Hall of Fame on Friday, March 26, 1999. 
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Marion Joseph has devoted more than 38 

years as a volunteer and a professional to im-
prove the lives of California’s youth. Marion 
has focused specifically on disadvantaged and 
special education students. In the early 1960’s 
she designed and implemented a program that 
served more than 700 children a week and in-
volved over 300 tutors in centers throughout 
the poorest sections of Sacramento. 

During the 1970’s she served on the Senior 
Executive Staff of the State Department of 
Education where she was a key architect of 
the California Master Plan for Education. Mar-
ion was critical to the School Improvement 
Plan, a plan which helped parents become 
more active in their child’s education. 

Marion is currently serving her second term 
on the State Board of Education and is affec-
tionately called the ‘‘Paul Revere of Reading.’’ 
Marion Joseph came out of retirement to find 
a solution to the problem of failing reading 
scores in California and the result of her ex-
traordinary work was The Reading Lions 
Project. 

Mr. Speaker, Marion Joseph is an out-
standing woman. I salute her for her remark-
able contributions and commitment to our 
community and I ask my colleagues to join me 
in honoring her on being inducted into the San 
Mateo County Women’s Hall of Fame. 

f

HONORING THE INDIANA 
NATIONAL GUARD 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, the 
recent visit of French President Jacques 
Chirac to the Nation’s Capital included the 
presentation of the Legion of Honor, an award 
created by Napolean Bonaparte, to three vet-
erans of the First World War. This serves to 
remind us that eighty years ago, in the Spring 
of 1919, thousands of ‘‘doughboys’’ of the 
American Expeditionary Forces in France 
were returning to the United States following 
the first major appearance of U.S. military 
forces on the stage of world affairs. 

A weather-beaten newspaper clipping hails 
the arrival in New York City Harbor of a Navy 
transport ship, the Leviathan, carrying the 
150th Field Artillery Regiment. (‘‘Indiana Boys 
of Rainbow Welcomed Home,’’ New York 
Times, April 23, 1919). They came back to 
U.S. soil after engaging in combat operations 
and then occupation duty with the famed 42d 
(Rainbow) Division. The Hoosier gunners, 
members of the old 1st Indiana Field Artillery, 
Indiana National Guard, landed in New York 
after having served in five major campaigns in 
France. These Hoosiers were among the first 
to arrive and among the last to leave before 
the occupation of postwar Germany became 
the responsibility of the Regular Army. 

Today, more than 14,000 dedicated men 
and women are currently serving in units of 
the Indiana Army National Guard and Air Na-
tional Guard. They continue the tradition of pa-
triotism and selfless service of World War I’s 
‘‘Rainbow Hoosiers.’’ They hold down full-time 
civilian employment; they maintain families; 

they are active in community life—and they 
devote whatever time is mandated to fulfill 
Federal standards in order to maintain the 
military skills that have a distinct impact on our 
National security. Their trained capabilities 
have helped make it possible for the United 
States to sustain its awesome global respon-
sibilities. However, we cannot forget that the 
National Guard is also a community enter-
prise. The chances are excellent that almost 
any Hoosier has some relative or knows 
someone who is serving, or who has served, 
in the Indiana National Guard. More than 
70,000 Hoosiers are National Guard gamily 
members. 

The Indiana National Guard has a rock solid 
foundation. During the realignment and read-
justment of military forces in the post-Cold 
War era, we have witnessed the high regard 
which the Indiana National Guard enjoys in 
the missions it has been called upon to per-
form, and the special tasks which it has as-
sumed, as a consequence of increased reli-
ance on National Guard and Reserve forces 
by the Department of Defense. 

As examples, Mr. Speaker, let me share just 
some of the things the Indiana Natonal Guard 
is doing: Both the Army and Air Guard units 
have been designated to receive advanced 
readiness training in order to be prepared for 
possible deployment at the leading edge of 
U.S. commitments throughout the world. Along 
with stepped-up homeland defense, and anti-
terrorism and anti-drug missions, these are as-
signments which require serious and dedi-
cated training. The Indiana Guard is involved 
in ongoing assistance missions, and over the 
last twelve months Hoosier Guard soldiers and 
airmen have lent a helping hand in Haiti, Hun-
gary, Kuwait, Slovakia, and South Korea. The 
extraordinary range of military service being 
performed by the men and women of the Indi-
ana National Guard is strong testimony to the 
reliance that is placed on them. 

We should never forget that while the Indi-
ana National Guard is responsive to its Fed-
eral mission, it also stands ready to respond 
to the call of our Governor for service in sup-
port and protection of the citizens of Indiana. 
The Indiana Guard was also in the forefront of 
the special National Guard task force orga-
nized to help provide security for the Atlanta 
Olympic Games in 1996. 

The fighting men and women, the soldiers 
and airmen of today’s Indiana National Guard, 
are worthy of those who, 80 years ago, proud-
ly returned carrying the honors earned on Eu-
ropean battlefields. As President Chirac re-
minds us by his public commendations, we 
should take time to remember and honor the 
soldiers of that era. Equally, we should pause 
as we approach the new millennium, to recog-
nize today’s successors to those ‘‘Hoosier 
Gunners’’ who served so bravely and honor-
ably on the battlefields of France at the begin-
ning of this century. 

f

EXPOSING RACISM 

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, in my continuing efforts to document and 

expose racism in America, I submit the fol-
lowing articles into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD.

[From the Virginian-Pilot] 
CONFEDERATE GROUP BATTLES FOR ITS FLAG 

(By Linda McNatt) 
In May 1997, two members of the Sons of 

Confederate Veterans confronted Ku Klux 
Klansmen in front of the Pensacola, Fla., ju-
dicial building. 

Sworn to conduct themselves as Southern 
gentlemen, the SCV members asked the 
hooded Klansmen to put down what they be-
lieve is their Confederate battle flag. 

‘‘There were 20 of them, maybe,’’ said Rob-
ert A. Young, who belongs to the Sons of 
Confederate Veterans. ‘‘This group of fellas 
came over from Louisiana. They were 
dressed up like ghosts. We didn’t want the 
connection, and we told ’em so.’’

The peaceful confrontation made national 
news. The Klansmen didn’t back down, but 
the SCV had made its point. 

It wasn’t the first time that the Sons of 
Confederate Veterans have defended the 
bright red flag with its blue cross and white 
stars. 

And it’s not likely to be the last. The flag, 
the SCV says, symbolizes the bravery of 
their ancestors who followed it through the 
smoke of battle. 

But the same flag has been used by the 
Klan and other hate groups. For some Afri-
can Americans, the Confederate flag rep-
resents terrorism, prejudice and hate. 

That’s why the Virginia General Assembly 
two weeks ago said ‘‘no flag’’ when it voted 
to allow the group, which has 6,000 Virginia 
members, to have a special state license 
plate. 

The Sons of Confederate Veterans aren’t 
happy. Members have said they might try to 
re-introduce the flag image. Bills have been 
changed before, they say, although they 
won’t say how they plan to do it. 

Or—if the Senate fails to consider any-
thing but the blank plate with the name of 
the organization on it—the SCV may take 
the issue to court. 

They’re ready for a gentlemanly battle, 
they say. The Sons of Confederate Veterans 
was organized in 1896 as an offshoot of the 
United Confederate Veterans. Today, the 
mission of the group is to ‘‘preserve the his-
tory and the legacy’’ of the ‘‘citizen sol-
diers’’ who fought for the Confederacy in the 
War Between the States, from 1861 to 1865. 

Proof of kinship to a Confederate soldier is 
required. The SCV allows blacks to join; in 
fact, they say, race has never been a ques-
tion on their membership application. And 
they do claim black members, although no 
one at the national headquarters—an ante-
bellum mansion in Columbia, Tenn.—can say 
how many of their 27,000 members worldwide 
are black. 

Neither can Patrick J. Griffin III, SCV na-
tional commander and chief, of Darnestown, 
Md. 

‘‘We do not have a block on our application 
that asks for race,’’ Griffin said. ‘‘I’ve never 
seen anything in this organization that ques-
tions race or religion. You either have an 
honorable Confederate ancestor or you 
don’t.’’

The SCV, with 700 camps in 36 states, Eu-
rope and South America, accepts members as 
young as 12. 

‘‘We’re trying to preserve an accurate view 
of Southern American history, to make sure 
the names of our ancestors are not sullied,’’ 
Griffin said. 

The group dedicates itself to preservation, 
to marking confederate soldiers’ graves, to 
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historical re-enactments. It holds regular 
meetings to discuss the military and polit-
ical history of the Civil War. It publishes a 
bimonthly magazine, and it hands out two 
scholarships and a medical research grant 
each year. 

Executive director Maitland Westbrook III 
said that the SCV is not ‘‘statistically ori-
ented,’’ so he can’t say how many African 
Americans have benefited from SCV scholar-
ships. 

The organization has five full-time em-
ployees at national headquarters. None of 
them, currently, are black, Westbrook said, 
although the SCV has employed blacks in 
the past. 

The SCV also spends a lot of time defend-
ing its heritage—including its symbol—the 
Confederate battle flag. 

Collin Pulley Jr. of Courtland is national 
chief of heritage defense. In the last several 
months, he’s complained about ‘‘anti-South-
ern’’ TV shows and objected to a rap CD that 
depicts a burning Confederate flag on its 
cover. 

Since Wal-Mart quit carrying the flags 
after some customers complained, he’s led a 
SCV campaign—unsuccessful so far—to per-
suade the discount chain to re-stock small 
Confederate flags his group uses on graves. 

‘‘It has been our position for the last two 
years not to carry the Confederate flag be-
cause, here at Wal-Mart, we do not stand for 
what that flag represents,’’ said Marvin 
Deshommes, a buyer at the Bentonville, 
Ark., headquarters. 

What the flag represents, the SVC says, is 
heritage, not hate. And the group is deter-
mined to reclaim its glory. 

It succeeded in Maryland and, more re-
cently, in North Carolina. Both states, and 
several others, allow SCV members to dis-
play the flag on license plates. 

A federal judge ruled in Maryland in Feb-
ruary 1997 that ‘‘The Confederate battle flag 
on special Maryland license plates is pro-
tected by the First Amendment and cannot 
be banned.’’

The SCV got a similar ruling in North 
Carolina last December. There, the protest 
was less about the flag and more about 
whether the organization was actually a 
‘‘civic group.’’ The SCV took it to court and 
won. 

In Virginia, said Brag Bowling of Rich-
mond, legislative liaison for the SCV, ‘‘We’re 
exploring all options. We’re deeply dis-
appointed they took the flag off the license 
plate. We got nailed in the House. We want 
to see how it goes in the Senate.’’

It was likely the impassioned plea of Del. 
Jerrauld C. Jones, D-Norfolk, that swayed 
the House. Jones said the flag, often con-
nected with hate and terrorism by many Af-
rican Americans, had reminded him through-
out his life of fear, anger and claims of racial 
supremacy. 

The special license plate legislation 
passed, but without the flag. SCV members 
vow they have never used the flag for such 
purposes as Jones claimed. 

But the flag is sometimes used as a symbol 
of ‘‘oppression, violence and brutality,’’ said 
Janis V. Sanchez, professor of psychology at 
Old Dominion University. 

‘‘The argument is that the flag was appro-
priated by the KKK,’’ Sanchez said. ‘‘But 
that doesn’t change the fact that it is associ-
ated with the Klan and with slavery. The 
Civil War was about slavery, and that’s what 
the Confederate flag stands for. It has been 
used by many people to send a signal to Afri-
can Americans. 

‘‘I know the Sons of Confederate Veterans 
are saying that it represents their heritage, 
but they cannot separate the meanings.’’

The SCV claims that the Civil War wasn’t 
about slavery; rather, it was about states’ 
rights. More than 95 percent of the soldiers 
who fought for the South weren’t even slave 
owners, they maintain. 

More like 85 percent, said Dr. Harold D. 
Wilson, an ODU history professor. 

At the time of the Civil War, there were 9 
million people in the Southern states, Wilson 
said; 4 million of those were slaves. Of the re-
maining 5 million, 330,000—mostly white 
males—were slave owners. Wilson said he be-
lieves about 85 percent of the soldiers didn’t 
own slaves. 

Some blacks, he pointed out, did serve 
with the South. ‘‘In the North, blacks par-
ticipated fully in the war; in the South, they 
were mostly servants or laborers,’’ Wilson 
said. ‘‘There were great debates over whether 
blacks should fight for the Confederacy, and 
they were conducted mostly in a very pri-
vate, sensitive manner.’’

What caused the Civil War? ‘‘In the upper 
Southern states, it probably was states’ 
rights,’’ Wilson said. ‘‘In the lower South, 
with its large plantations, it was more about 
slavery. 

‘‘What in the world does the battle flag 
represent? It was the military flag of the 
Confederacy. It represented the might of the 
Confederate government. To that part of the 
Confederacy where there were few slave own-
ers, it may have represented something en-
tirely different.’’

And that part of the Confederacy may well 
represent Virginia, Wilson admitted. The 
Confederate battle flag was first used by the 
Army of Northern Virginia, where there were 
few large slave owners compared to the deep 
South. 

Should the Sons of Confederate Veterans 
be allowed to use the flag on its license 
plate? 

The group has an ally it likely doesn’t 
even know about. The Rev. Jeff Berry, na-
tional imperial wizard of the Ku Klux Klan, 
said he believes it is their right. 

Like the SCV, the Klan uses the flag to 
represent ‘‘heritage, not hate,’’ said Berry, 
whose group was started by Confederate Gen. 
Nathan Bedford Forrest. 

Unlike the SCV, non-whites are not al-
lowed in the Klan. The two groups have no 
connection, Berry said. But the Klan, which 
says it believes first in the U.S. Constitu-
tion, says the SCV ought to be able to dis-
play the Confederate flag. 

‘‘If it isn’t OK to fly the Confederate flag 
in the U.S., why is it OK for blacks to fly the 
African flag?’’ Berry said. ‘‘We would defend 
the right of the SCV to fly its flag. Nobody 
should be able to take that right away.’’

f

CHRISTIAN VILLAGE BURNED BY 
HINDUS—WAVE OF SECULAR VIO-
LENCE GOES BACK TO CHRIST-
MAS DAY 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I was very dis-
tressed to see an article in the March 19 issue 
of the New York Times reporting that in the 
village of Ranaloi in India, a mob chanting 
‘‘Victory to Lord Ram’’ burned down 157 of 

250 homes of Christians. I thank my good 
friend Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh for calling my 
attention to this atrocity, which unfortunately is 
not an isolated incident but part of a wave of 
anti-Christian violence that began on Christ-
mas Day. 

Since Christmas, several Christian church-
es, prayer halls, and religious missions were 
destroyed by Hindu extremists affiliated with 
the Bajrang Dal, a part of the VHP, a militant 
Hindu organization that belongs to the same 
family of organizations as the ruling BJP. The 
VHP also praised the Hindus who raped four 
nuns, calling them ‘‘patriotic youth’’ and de-
nouncing the nuns as ‘‘antinational elements.’’ 
In January a missionary and his two very 
young sons were burned to death in their jeep 
by a gang of Hindus chanting ‘‘Victory to 
Hannuman,’’ then another nun was raped. In 
early February the bodies of two more Chris-
tians had been found in the state of Orissa. At 
least four priests have been murdered. In 
1997, police broke up a Christian religious fes-
tival with gunfire. A country that engages in 
such practices should be declared a religious 
oppressor and perhaps a terrorist state. 

This latest incident took place during the pe-
riod of Lent, leading up to Easter. With Easter 
coming in April, followed soon after by the 
300th anniversary of the Sikh Nation, we may 
now have the best opportunity to raise the 
consciousness of the world to the religious tyr-
anny that exists just under the veneer of In-
dian democracy. 

Although India has democratic elections, for 
Christians, Sikhs, Muslims, Dalits, and so 
many others, there is no democracy. No mat-
ter who they elect, the result is more killing 
and more oppression. Is this true democracy? 
As I have said before, this is not democracy, 
It is merely the opportunity to choose one’s 
oppressors. 

The only solution is freedom for all the peo-
ple of South Asia. As the world’s only super-
power and the beacon of freedom for the 
world, the United States must do whatever it 
can to extend the blessings of liberty to all 
people living under tyrannical, intolerant lead-
ers, even if they claim to be democratic. We 
should stop funding this repressive govern-
ment with American aid, impose economic 
sanctions as we did against the apartheid re-
gime in South Africa, and go on record urging 
India to allow a plebiscite—a free, democratic 
vote—in Punjab, Khalistan, in Kashmir, in 
Christian Nagaland, and throughout their poly-
glot state to decide the future political status of 
these regions. This is the only way to end the 
genocide, settle the differences, and finally 
bring lasting peace to this troubled tinderbox 
known as South Asia. 

Freedom is not only America’s founding 
principle, it is our mission. Let us carry that 
mission to the deserving peoples and nations 
of the subcontinent. We look forward to the 
day when the glow of freedom shines on all 
the people of South Asia and the world.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 19, 1999] 
157 HOMES BURNED IN RELIGIOUS CLASH IN 

INDIA 
(By Celia W. Dugger) 

BHUBANESWAR, INDIA, MARCH 18.—Less than 
two months after a Hindu mob killed a 
Christian missionary from Australia and his 
two young sons here in the eastern state of 
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Orissa, Hindus and Christians clashed in a 
village this week, and 157 of the 250 Christian 
homes were burned down, state officials say. 

The officials said they presumed that Hin-
dus set the fires on Tuesday, but have no 
solid evidence. Christian villagers inter-
viewed by television reporters blamed Hin-
dus, who they said shouted ‘‘Victory to Lord 
Ram,’’ a Hindu god, as they set the fires. 
Thirteen people were wounded, three by gun-
fire, and the police have arrested more than 
40 people, officials said. 

The tensions in the village—Ranaloi, in 
southern Orissa—developed after someone 
painted a trident, symbol of the Hindu god 
Shiva, over a Christian cross on a boulder 
about a mile outside the village. 

The violence is part of a growing number 
of attacks on Christians in India in the last 
year. Church officials and opposition polit-
ical parties say the problem has worsened 
since the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya 
Janata Party became the head of a national 
coalition Government a year ago. Party 
leaders say they oppose the violence. 

It is not clear who was responsible for the 
violence in Orissa, which is governed by the 
Congress Party. The state’s Chief Minister, 
J.B. Patnaik, resigned after the killing of 
the missionary, Graham Staines, and his 
sons, Timothy, 10, and Philip, 6. 

D.P. Wadhwa, the Indian Supreme Court 
Justice who was named by the Government 
to head an inquiry into the Staines killings, 
harshly criticized the central Government 
for failing to provide resources to inves-
tigate. The commission of inquiry, which 
was set up six weeks ago, is due to issue its 
findings in two weeks but has yet to field a 
team of independent investigators or to be 
given functional offices to work from. 

The state police blamed a mob that they 
said was led by a man from the Bajrang Dal, 
a Hindu nationalist youth group that be-
longs to the same family of Hindu nation-
alist organizations as the Bharatiya Janata 
Party. 

Leaders of the Bajrang Dal denied involve-
ment, and said the violence was a backlash 
against what they called the Christians’ de-
ceitful efforts to convert impoverished, illit-
erate Indians.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 1214—DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS VETERANS’ CLAIMS ADJU-
DICATION IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
1999

HON. LANE EVANS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, for years our Na-
tion’s veterans who submitted a claim to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) for bene-
fits associated with their military service, par-
ticularly service-connected disability com-
pensation, have been forced to contend with a 
VA claims adjudication process which has 
been both too slow and too inaccurate. Too 
often the adjudication of a veterans’ claim has 
taken not days, not weeks, not months, but 
years. 

Recent information suggests that after wait-
ing years for a decision, one out of three vet-
erans may find that the decision made by VA 
was wrong. Untimely and inaccurate decision-
making by the VA, and particularly the Vet-

erans Benefits Administration (VBA), have 
been twin problems which have plagued vet-
erans, veterans service organizations and 
Members of Congress who have sought to as-
sist their veterans constituents. 

While experience clearly indicated other-
wise, VBA consistently reported that the qual-
ity of its work was nearly error free as meas-
ured by VBA. Between 1993 and 1997, VA 
was reporting an accuracy rate of 97%. This 
was unfortunately like the fox not only guard-
ing the hen house, but also keeping the inven-
tory of hens. 

To his credit, the Under Secretary of Vet-
erans Benefits, Mr. Joe Thompson instituted, 
on a trial basis, a new system for measuring 
the quality of the claims adjudication work per-
formed by VBA. This new quality measure, the 
Strategic Technical Accuracy Review (STAR) 
was tested and used operationally in 1998. 

STAR use has been focused on claims sub-
mitted by veterans which require the VA to 
rate the claim, make a determination as to 
whether a medical disability is service-con-
nected or non-service-connected and deter-
mine the degree of disability manifest. Using 
the STAR methodology, the accuracy of var-
ious actions taken during the adjudication 
process are used to determine if the case was 
correctly or incorrectly decided. A case is ei-
ther all right or all wrong. Using STAR, the ac-
curacy rate was 64%—less that two out of 
three claims were correctly decided. 

While STAR has provided a more realistic 
assessment of the quality of VA claims adju-
dication, STAR does not currently meet gen-
erally accepted governmental standards for 
independence and separation of duties. Re-
views of regional office decisions are made by 
persons who are also decision makers. There 
is not sufficient staff provided for reviewing 
enough cases to make statistically valid accu-
racy determinations at the regional office level. 
In order to pinpoint errors, it is important to be 
able to identify regional offices which have 
specific high or low accuracy rates and to as-
certain the reasons for discrepancies between 
regional offices. 

In addition to the problems documented by 
the STAR report, VBA is facing the impending 
retirement of experienced senior staff and sev-
eral years of staff reductions which have im-
peded VBA’s ability to resolve increasingly 
complex cases in a timely and accurate man-
ner. 

One measure of quality, the percentage of 
decisions appealed to the Board of Veterans 
Appeals (the Board) which are either reversed 
or remanded back to the regional offices for 
further work, is particularly disturbing. During 
fiscal year 1998, 17.2% of the appealed deci-
sions were reversed outright by the Board. An 
additional 41.2% of the appeals were re-
manded for further action by the regional of-
fices. Another measure of accuracy is the in-
tegrity of data relied upon by the VBA. During 
1998, the VA Inspector General issued a re-
port finding that data entered into the VBA 
computer system was being manipulated to 
make it appear that claims were processed 
more efficiently that was actually occurring. 

Problems are not confined to the Com-
pensation and Pension Service. In reviewing 
VA’s compliance with statutory financial re-
quirements, the General Accounting Office 

(GAO) noted that VA’s home loan program 
was unable to perform routine accounting 
functions and had lost control over a number 
of loans which were transferred to an outside 
loan company for continued loan servicing. VA 
was not able to obtain an unqualified audit 
opinion as a result of these deficiencies. On 
February 24, 1999, VA’s Inspector General re-
ported that the $400 million vocational rehabili-
tation program was placed at high risk after 
the Quality Assurance Program for that serv-
ices was discontinued in 1995. 

Because of the fundamental importance of 
accurate and effective claims processing and 
adjudication by VA regional offices, and the 
need for effective oversight of regional office 
claims processing and adjudication by the Vet-
erans’ Benefits Administration, in July of 1997, 
I requested the GAO to review the quality as-
surance policies and practices of the VBA. On 
March 1, 1999, GAO issued its report which 
determined that further improvement is need-
ed in claims-processing accuracy. In par-
ticular, GAO has determined that VBA’s qual-
ity assurance activities do not meet the stand-
ards for independence and internal control. 

To assure that VBA’s internal quality assur-
ance activities meet the recognized appro-
priate governmental standards for independ-
ence, I have introduced H.R. 1214, which pro-
vides for the establishment within VBA of a 
quality assurance division which comports with 
generally accepted government standards for 
performance audits. In addition, my Additional 
and Dissenting Views and Estimates sub-
mitted to the Budget Committee for VA’s fiscal 
year 2000 budget requests additional funding 
for 250 full time employees for VBA. It is my 
intention that if additional staff funding is pro-
vided, some of the additional staff be used to 
adequately staff this program. 

While VBA has made some improvements 
by developing an accuracy measurement 
which focuses on VA’s core benefit work—rat-
ing claims for benefits—further improvements 
are needed in claims processing. Currently, 
there is no formal division within VBA devoted 
to providing the policy and program oversight 
necessary to assure quality and accuracy of 
claims processing The possible consequences 
of this for both veterans and taxpayers is trou-
bling. 

In fiscal year 2000, the VA will pay over $22 
billion dollars in monetary benefits to veterans. 
Yet only nine full-time employees are allocated 
to STAR to oversee the quality of the claims 
adjudication process. Without a mandated pro-
gram of quality assurance, which meets gen-
erally accepted governmental auditing stand-
ards for program performance audits, impartial 
and independent oversight of the quality of 
claims adjudication decisions will not be as-
sured. 

With the establishment of independent over-
sight of the quality of claims adjudication deci-
sions, veterans can have more confidence in 
the decisions made by VA and the number of 
claims which are remanded because of the 
poor quality of claims adjudication will be re-
duced. With better initial decisions and fewer 
remands for re-adjudication, veterans will re-
ceive a quicker and a more accurate re-
sponse. More claims will be adjudicated cor-
rectly the first time. This will not occur over-
night, but without an independent oversight of 
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the quality of claims adjudication decisions it 
may never exist. 

The ‘‘Veterans’ Claims Adjudication Im-
provement Act of 1999’’, H.R. 1214, will help 
address these problems. It changes the way 
decisions concerning claims for compensation 
and pension, education, vocational rehabilita-
tion and counseling, home loan and insurance 
benefits will be reviewed and evaluated. Em-
ployees who are independent of decision mak-
ers will be devoted to identifying problems in 
the decision-making process. By identifying 
the kinds of errors made by VA personnel, 
VBA managers will be able to take appropriate 
action. Hopefully, remand rates can be signifi-
cantly reduced and veterans will find that VA 
makes the right decision the first time the 
claim is presented. 

We cannot expect any improvement in the 
timeliness of claims adjudication unless the 
barriers to quality decision making are identi-
fied and addressed in a systemic fashion. Our 
nation’s veterans deserve to have their claims 
for VA benefits decided right the first time. By 
enacting H.R. 1214, Congress can help put 
the VA claims adjudication process on the 
right track. Our veterans deserve no less. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support the 
‘‘Veterans’ Claims Adjudication Improvement 
Act of 1999’’ and for Congress to give this 
measure quick and favorable consideration. 

f

SEARCHING FOR SANITY ON 
SANCTIONS 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
urging a solution to the Iraqi crisis which does 
not depend on the suffering of thousands of 
vulnerable and innocent people. To this end I 
support the easing of the economic sanctions 
on Iraq while simultaneously tightening the 
military embargo. The cost of our containment 
policy does not have to be the death of 5000 
children a month, and in fact the American 
role in the embargo that causes such devasta-
tion undermines any containment we hope to 
achieve. 

I would like to enter into the RECORD an ex-
cellent article from The Nation magazine 
which provides a fresh look at our Iraq policy. 
The article by Joy Gordon, ‘‘Sanctions as 
Siege Warfare,’’ presents a critique of the re-
cent escalation in the use of sanctions to 
solve diplomatic crises. By detailing the latest 
statistics regarding suffering in Iraq, it con-
tends that the imposition of sanctions conflicts 
with the United Nation’s historic mission to al-
leviate worldwide suffering. It presents the 
case that the ‘‘Iraqi experiment’’ has in fact 
failed and that such a comprehensive sanc-
tions regime is both unviable and beyond the 
administrative capabilities of the UN. The un-
wieldy, inefficient and inconsistent bureauc-
racy of the Oil-for-Food program has ensured 
that the UN can not even fulfill its own ac-
knowledged prerogative to deliver urgent hu-
manitarian aid. The program was intended as 
a transition, emergency operation, not a sus-
tained effort to feed 23 million people over 

decades. This program is in addition to restric-
tions placed on ‘‘dual use goods’’ (a label 
which includes pencils and other items needed 
for schools), which the nation needs to rebuild 
its sanitation, health and agricultural infrastruc-
tures. Even after some limited reform, Oil-for-
Food is still unable to meet the most basic 
needs of the people of Iraq. Some in Con-
gress disagree with that, but I ask them where 
is their evidence? The World Health Organiza-
tion, the United Nations Food and Agricultural 
Organization, UNICEF, and the Secretary 
General of the UN have all found otherwise. 

The horror of this situation was brought to 
my attention most eloquently by Denis 
Halliday, who recently quit his job as the As-
sistant Secretary General of the United Na-
tions and the director of Humanitarian Affairs 
in Iraq over this precise issue. The work that 
Halliday has undertaken along with Phyllis 
Bennis of the Institute for Policy Studies, has 
made an important contribution to bringing the 
indescribable human crisis in Iraq to America’s 
attention. (I single out the United States be-
cause much of the world already knew how 
bad the situation in Iraq was.) 

Gordon’s article describes the centrality of 
the United States’ role in perpetuating sanc-
tions, and most significantly, the misguided 
justifications which underpin US policy. The 
US, in its self-declared role as ‘‘world police-
man,’’ is turning increasingly to sanctions as a 
‘‘non-violent’’ alternative to bombing cam-
paigns. We should not allow starvation to be-
come an alternative to diplomacy. In the long 
term, the implications for the general populace 
can be devastating. In Iraq, the interior had al-
ready been destroyed by nine years of conflict 
(nineteen, if one counts the Iran-Iraq war). The 
weak and young have suffered the most whilst 
those in power continue to live comfortably. 

The supreme aim in Iraq, to remove Sad-
dam Hussein, is itself unviable whilst the dic-
tator remains bolstered by such powerful cad-
res and the people remain divided, mutually 
hostile and depoliticized. Gordon’s article al-
ludes to the fact that sanctions can only help 
achieve political objectives when tangible op-
position movements and the apparatus for dis-
sent already exist. This is why sanctions 
against South Africa were an effective tool for 
ending Apartheid; the African national Con-
gress was an organized, credible, internal, 
popular democratic opposition. When such in-
stitutions do not exist, sanctions can be 
counter-productive as they have been in Iraq, 
perpetuating the state of crisis upon which dic-
tatorships depend and fostering a legacy of 
bitterness towards the west. 

It has often been said that you cannot 
achieve democracy by undemocratic means. I 
would add as a corollary that you also cannot 
inspire respect for human rights by under-
mining them. The article below shows how the 
sanctions on Iraq have been as war-like as 
war itself, and I hope it helps to establish new 
criteria that will make our policy both more hu-
mane and more effective.

[From the Nation, Mar. 22, 1999] 
SANCTIONS AS SIEGE WARFARE 

(By Joy Gordon) 
As the case of Iraq has shown, there’s more 

than one way to destroy a nation. 
The continuing American bombing of Iraq 

has drawn attention away from the inter-

national debate over economic sanctions 
against Baghdad and their toll on the Iraqi 
people. Yet the crisis these policies have en-
gendered in Iraq raises crucial questions 
about the United Nations’ growing reliance 
on sanctions as a device of international gov-
ernance. Can this modern-day equivalent of 
siege warfare be justified in ethical or polit-
ical terms? It is a question that goes to the 
very heart of the UN’s dual commitment to 
both peacekeeping and humanitarian prin-
ciples. 

The role of the UN in the Iraqi sanctions 
regime has been convoluted and contradic-
tory from the start. Articles 41 and 42 of the 
UN Charter empower the Security Council to 
use economic tactics to keep international 
peace (although before sanctions were im-
posed on Iraq in 1990, the UN had imposed 
them only twice, against South Africa and 
Rhodesia). At the same time, the UN has an 
explicit commitment to the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights and to the many 
other documents that espouse the right of 
every person to health, food, drinking water, 
education, shelter and safety. Indeed, the UN 
has a decades-long history of humanitarian 
work by its many agencies—the World 
Health Organization, UNICEF, UNESCO, the 
Food and Agriculture Organization, HABI-
TAT and others. Thus the UN has found 
itself in the awkward position of authorizing 
a sanctions regime that is causing massive 
human suffering among those least respon-
sible for Iraqi policy, while at the same time 
trying to meet humanitarian needs and pro-
tect those populations most harmed by sanc-
tions—women, children, the poor, the elderly 
and the sick. 

Although there is controversy over the 
precise extent of human damage, all sources 
agree that it is severe. Voices in the Wilder-
ness, an antisanctions activist group based 
in Chicago, has used the figure of 1 million 
children dead from the sanctions; the Iraqi 
government claims 4,000–5,000 deaths per 
month of children under 5. Even US Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright does not 
contest how great the human damage has 
been, but has said, ‘‘It’s worth the price.’’ 
Richard Garfield, an epidemiologist at Co-
lumbia University who analyzes the health 
consequences of economic embargoes, cal-
culates that 225,000 Iraqi children under 5 
have died since 1990 because of these poli-
cies—a figure based on the best data avail-
able from UN agencies and other inter-
national sources. The Red Cross World Disas-
ters Report says underweight births have 
gone from 4 percent in 1990 to 25 percent in 
1998. While it is harder to calculate the im-
pact of the economic devastation on adults, 
it is quite acute, particularly for women. In 
1997 the Food and Agriculture Organization 
estimated that chronic malnutrition in the 
general Iraqi population was as high as 27 
percent, with 16 percent of adult women 
under 26 undernourished and 70 percent of 
women anemic. 

The Iraqi crisis shows how peculiarly un-
suited the UN is to manage a sanctions re-
gime. This is partly because it had imposed 
sanctions so rarely before and partly because 
of its longstanding commitment to alle-
viating poverty rather than causing it. The 
fact that the sanctions against Iraq are so 
extensive and so novel has forced the UN to 
generate from scratch an extraordinarily 
elaborate set of mechanisms to manage 
them, through which it attempts to rec-
oncile its conflicting commitments. 

From the beginning, the UN both predicted 
an impending humanitarian disaster and 
made moves to alleviate it. The UN began as-
sessing the human damage immediately 
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after the Persian Gulf War, when it made an 
initial, ill-fated proposal to allow Iraq to sell 
oil for food. The Security Council formed the 
‘‘661 committee,’’ consisting of representa-
tives of each nation in the Security Council, 
to monitor the sanctions against Iraq estab-
lished in SC Resolution 661. At the same 
time, the committee was also responsible for 
granting humanitarian exemptions to the 
sanctions. The result was that it put in place 
procedures that in fact functioned as obsta-
cles to any smooth influx of food and medi-
cine. A cumbersome sanctions bureaucracy 
scrutinized and approved or denied every 
contract, the proposed quantity of goods, 
their price and their intended use. 

To sell humanitarian goods to Iraq, a com-
pany would submit an application to its na-
tional mission at the UN, which would then 
turn it over to the 661 committee. But the 
661 committee did not publish any criteria 
for approval, and its meetings were closed 
sessions at which neither Iraq nor the ven-
dors were allowed to have representatives 
present to answer questions or offer informa-
tion in support of the contract. The applica-
tion process typically took months, some-
times as long as two years. And the commit-
tee’s rulings were inconsistent—the same 
goods sold by the same company might on 
one occasion be deemed permissible humani-
tarian goods and on another be flatly denied 
without explanation. 

In addition, during this period all fifteen 
members of the committee had to approve 
exemptions by consensus; thus any nation 
could effectively exercise veto power or 
cause repeated delays of weeks or months 
simply by asking for more information. As a 
result, it was expensive and exasperating 
even to apply to sell food and medicine to 
Iraq. One small British company that sold 
medical supplies described the process: First, 
to talk to an Iraqi buyer, public or private, 
the seller had to apply for a license to nego-
tiate, which could take three to four weeks. 
Once buyer and seller came to an agreement, 
the seller had to apply for a supply license, 
which could take up to twenty weeks. In the 
meantime, Iraq’s currency would have de-
valued substantially, so the buyer might not 
be able to afford quantity of goods or might 
need more time to raise the additional hard 
currency. But that would require a change in 
the terms of the application, and any change 
in the application meant the whole process 
began again. Thus the red tape undermined 
Iraq’s ability to import even those urgent 
humanitarian goods permitted under the 
sanctions. 

While food and medicine were theoretically 
permitted during this time, ‘‘dual use’’ goods 
were flatly prohibited. Under the terms of 
the sanctions, ‘‘dual use’’ items are those 
that have civilian uses but also may be used 
by the military or more generally to rebuild 
the Iraqi economy. Dual-use goods include 
pesticides and fertilizer, spare part for crop-
dusting helicopters, chlorine for water puri-
fication, computers, trucks, telecommuni-
cations equipment and equipment to rebuild 
the electrical grid. Anything that might go 
toward rebuilding the infrastructure, or to-
ward economic poverty generally, is labeled 
‘‘dual use.’’ Yet Iraq’s infrastructure had 
been devastated by massive bombing during 
the Gulf War, which destroyed or caused ex-
tensive damage to water treatment plants, 
dams, generators and power plants, pipes and 
electrical systems for irrigation and desalin-
ization of agricultural land, textile factories, 
silos, flour mills, bakeries and countless 
other buildings and resources. While Iraq 
was in principle allowed to import food and 

medical supplies, it was prohibited from buy-
ing the ‘‘dual use’’ equipment needed to grow 
and distribute food, to treat and distribute 
potable water, and to generate and distribute 
electricity for irrigating crops, refrigerating 
food and operating hospital equipment. The 
damage to water treatment plants and water 
distribution networks caused, among other 
things, a cholera epidemic and increases in 
waterborne diseases, infant diarrhea, dehy-
dration and infant mortality. 

Although bureaucratic obstacles effec-
tively prevented much humanitarian mate-
rial from reaching Iraq, the UN did grant hu-
manitarian exemptions and heeded some 
criticisms based on humanitarian concerns. 
At the urging of the UN Secretary General, 
the 661 committee streamlined many of its 
procedures. But the basic policies remained 
intact—humanitarian goods required prior 
approval, and the ban on dual-use goods re-
mained in place. And when the UN’s interest 
in security and humanitarian concerns came 
into conflict, the interest in security still 
trumped. 

In 1996 the Security Council and Iraq 
agreed to an Oil for Food program (OFF), 
which provides a mechanism for the pur-
chase of goods except where the 661 com-
mittee has a specific objection, and then 
monitors their distribution and use. Under 
OFF, Iraq was initially authorized to sell $2 
billion of oil in any six-month period (the 
limit was later increased to $5.3 billion). The 
extensive presence of UN humanitarian agen-
cies in Iraq (as well as UNSCOM) is funded 
by the oil sales themselves. There are more 
than 400 international UN staff in Iraq and 
another 1,300 Iraqis on the UN staff. In the 
northern sector of the country the UN has 
taken over an entire range of governmental 
functions on behalf of (and with the agree-
ment of) the Iraqi government—including 
food distribution, agriculture, nutrition pro-
grams, distribution of medical supplies, dam 
repair, renovation of schools, installation of 
water pumps and the provision of printing 
equipment for school textbooks. 

In the central and southern governorates, 
the mandate of the UN agencies is only to 
assist and monitor the government in such 
functions. Even so, UN staff determine 
whether resources are adequate to meet ‘‘es-
sential needs’’ in a given area, and they doc-
ument and confirm the equitable distribu-
tion of food, distribution and storage of med-
ical supplies, and the use of water and sani-
tation supplies. Iraq submits proposals for 
every purchase with oil funds—every gear, 
pipe, chemical, valve, piece of plywood, steel 
bar and rubber tube, for a country of 22 mil-
lion people, on which it proposes to spend 
the $2.9 billion expected to come from the 
current phase of Oil for Food. For each of 
these items, Iraq is required to specify not 
only the exact use but the particular end 
user—which grain silo will be using each of 
the conveyor belts Iraq wishes to purchase. 
Although the UN bureaucracy now processes 
these contracts quickly, there are still sub-
stantial delays when the seller fails to pro-
vide enough details in the application or 
when its nation’s UN mission is slow to sub-
mit the paperwork. 

The intricacy of the process for obtaining 
purchase and contract approval pales in com-
parison to the thoroughness with which each 
item is observed and documented once it ar-
rives in Iraq. At the border, inspection 
agents under contract to the UN document 
the arrival of every item, verify quantity 
and quality, and conduct lab tests to confirm 
that the goods conform to the contract. Once 
the goods have crossed the borders, UN ob-

servers then confirm the transit of all goods, 
their storage and equitable distribution, and 
they document the end use. Finally, UN staff 
review the documentation of the hundreds of 
UN observers. All this is paid for by 2.2 per-
cent of the Iraqi oil sales—as of November 
1998, $207 million. Precisely because the sys-
tem of verification is so thorough, the Secu-
rity Council has been willing to grant per-
mission for some dual-use goods to enter the 
country. The 661 committee has allowed pur-
chases, for example, of chlorine gas for water 
purification and spare parts for crop-dusting 
helicopters because UN personnel were in 
Iraq to verify the location and use of each 
canister of chlorine and the installation of 
each helicopter part and the destruction of 
the old parts. 

Relative to other UN programs around the 
world, those in Iraq are highly elaborate and 
expensive. Yet they do not come close to 
meeting the country’s needs, according to 
the Secretary General’s report of last fall. 
Although the quantity of chlorinated water 
is greater now, the water distribution sys-
tem has deteriorated so much that by the 
time it arrives in people’s homes, the water 
is not consistently potable. The emergency 
parts for electrical generators that do arrive 
merely slow down the deterioration of the 
electrical system, the power cuts are ex-
pected to be worse next year than this year. 
There are 210 million square meters of mine-
fields, and the UN’s three mine-detector dog 
teams (a total of six dogs) can barely make 
a dent. 

It does not seem that the strcture of the 
UN sanctions on Iraq could be duplicated in 
other situations. The expense of an elaborate 
bureaucracy, which closely monitors vir-
tually all the goods Iraq has been permitted 
to purchase, is possible only because Iraq is 
paying for it. And that, in turn, is possible 
only because Iraq’s wealth is so vast, and so 
easily converted to cash. Were it not for 
Iraq’s wealth and the Security Council’s suc-
cess in tapping it, monitoring the sanctions 
regime and its humanitarian exemptions 
would cost far more than the UN could ever 
afford. Since most sanctioned countries—
Yugoslavia, for example—don’t have re-
sources that can be tapped in the way Iraqi 
oil has been, it is hard to imagine that there 
could be many more sanctions-and-exemp-
tions regimes of this scale. 

While the sanctions against Iraq are in 
many ways anomalous, they nevertheless 
provide a graphic demonstration of how such 
extreme sanctions are implemented and jus-
tified. Just as the Gulf War offered a testing 
ground for new alliances and new weapons in 
the post-cold war world, the sanctions 
against Iraq have been an experiment in non-
military devices of international govern-
ance. Both the United States and the UN are 
exhibiting a growing reliance on economic 
sanctions to achieve their aims around the 
world, even if in areas outside Iraq the sanc-
tions regimes are somewhat less ambitious. 

Although the UN had imposed sanctions 
only twice between 1945 and 1990, it has done 
so eleven times since then. But even this is 
very little in comparison with the frequency 
of US sanctions. Between 1945 and 1990 sanc-
tions were imposed worldwide in 104 in-
stances; in two-thirds of these, the United 
States was either a key player or the sanc-
tions were unilateral actions by the United 
States with no participation from other 
countries. Since 1990 the United States’ use 
of sanctions has increased by an order of 
magnitude. As of 1998, it imposed economic 
sanctions against more than twenty coun-
tries. 
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Even as it has been using sanctions on its 

own behalf, the United States has spear-
headed many of the Security Council’s re-
cent sanctions efforts. While it would be in-
correct to treat the Security Council as sim-
ply a naked tool of US hegemony (as much 
as Jesse Helms would like that to happen), 
the United States does have disproportionate 
influence both because of the veto power it 
holds as one of the five permanent members 
and because of its economic influence glob-
ally. And its leverage has only increased in 
recent years as Russia’s willingness to exer-
cise its veto power has been tempered by its 
dependence on the West for massive capital 
investment. 

In 1990, sanctions appeared to be a nearly 
ideal device for international governance. 
They seemed to entail inconvenience and 
some political disruption but not casualties. 
Unlike the situation in Somalia, sanctions in 
Iraq did not involve troops. Because sanc-
tions seemed to incur less human damage 
than bombing campaigns, peace and human 
rights movements found them attractive as 
well. Indeed, many of those opposing the 
Gulf War in 1990 urged the use of sanctions 
instead. 

But what Iraq shows us is that it is now 
possible for sanctions to cause far more than 
inconvenience or international embarrass-
ment. In the absence of a Soviet bloc as an 
alternative source of trade, it is now possible 
to construct a comprehensive sanctions re-
gime that can absolutely break the back of 
any nation with a weak or import-dependent 
economy. Iraq has also demonstrated, quite 
graphically, that sanctions can cause fully 
as much human suffering as even a massive 
bombing campaign. Iraqi casualties from the 
Gulf War were in the range of 10,000 to 50,000. 
Casualties attributed to sanctions are any-
where from ten to thirty times that—and 
that’s only counting the deaths of young 
children. 

This ought to raise serious ethical con-
cerns, since sanctions (like their low-tech 
predecessor, siege warfare) historically have 
caused the most extreme and direct suffering 
to those who are the weakest, the most vul-
nerable and the least political. At the same 
time, those who are affected last and least 
are the military and political leadership, 
who are generally insulated from anything 
except inconvenience and the discomfort of 
seeing ‘‘the fearful spectacle of the civilian 
dead,’’ to use Michael Walzer’s phrase. How-
ever devastating their effects on the econ-
omy and the civilian population may be, 
sanctions are rarely successful in achieving 
changes in governmental policy or conduct. 
Sanctions, like siege warfare, have generally 
been perceived by civilian populations as the 
hostile and damaging act of a foreign power. 
Sanctions, like siege warfare, have generally 
resulted in a renewed sense of national cohe-
sion, not domestic pressure for political 
change. The most generous scholarship on 
this issue holds that in the twentieth cen-
tury, sanctions achieved their stated polit-
ical goals only about one-third of the time. 
But even that figure is disputed by those who 
point out that in most of these cases there 
were other factors as well; a more critical es-
timate places the success rate at less than 5 
percent. In the other ‘‘success’’ cases—such 
as South Africa, which is often cited to show 
that ‘‘sanctions can work’’—there were 
major factors other than sanctions. Many 
have suggested that the end of apartheid was 
due to internal political movements as much 
as to international sanctions. South Africa 
was also atypical in that those most affected 
by the sanctions also supported them. If not 

sanctions, then what? Is bombing preferable 
to sanctions as a device to ‘‘punish rogues’’ 
and enforce international law? Without the 
sanctions option, it is sometimes argued, the 
militarists will just say there is no longer an 
alternative to bombing. But the Iraq situa-
tion demonstrates that sanctions are not 
merely a ‘‘problematic’’ or ‘‘less than ideal’’ 
form of political pressure. Rather, they are 
an indirect form of warfare. Not only are 
they politically counterproductive, but sanc-
tions directed toward the economy generally 
(as opposed to, say, seizing personal assets of 
leaders) are inherently antihumanitarian. 

Denis Halliday, the former Assistant Sec-
retary General of the UN, resigned in protest 
last fall, saying that he no longer wished ‘‘to 
be identified with a United Nations that is 
. . . maintaining a sanctions programme . . . 
which kills and maims people through chron-
ic malnutrition . . . and continues this pro-
gramme knowingly.’’ His conclusion seems 
very like US Supreme Court Justice Harry 
Blackmun’s position on the death penalty in 
his 1994 dissent in Callins v. Collins: For the 
death penalty to be constitutional, it must 
be applied equally in like cases; but at the 
same time, the sentencing judge must have 
the option of granting mercy based upon the 
circumstances. These two requirements, 
Blackmum reasoned, are irreconcilable, and 
no amount of ‘‘tinkering’’ will somehow 
make the contradiction dissolve. Likewise, 
no amount of tinkering will make sanctions 
anything other than a violent and inhumane 
form of international governance. It is hard 
to articulate any greater good that can jus-
tify the deliberate, systematic imposition of 
measures that are known to increase chronic 
malnutrition, infant mortality and the many 
varieties of human damage that impoverish-
ment inflicts.

f

SENSE OF HOUSE REGARDING 
HUMAN RIGHTS IN CUBA 

SPEECH OF 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 23, 1999

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to express my support for H. Res. 
99. If you follow Cuban policy at all, I know 
you will agree with me that it is disappointing 
to see this Administration yield to this hemi-
sphere’s last remaining dictator, Fidel Castro. 
Not long ago, President Clinton announced a 
new proposal to loosen the trade embargo on 
the Government of Cuba. The embargo was 
codified because of the murder of unarmed 
American citizens. I believe that Castro has 
done nothing to warrant any reevaluation of 
the sanctions imposed on his regime. Now, al-
most three years later, the President has 
taken steps that not only breathe new life into 
the brutal Castro dictatorship, but he is trying 
to circumvent U.S. law. 

Now, we learn that the Clinton Administra-
tion has decided to hold our American pastime 
hostage. If the President gets his way, the 
Baltimore Orioles will face a Cuban National 
team in Havana on March 28th of this year. It 
is appalling to me that the President is using 
baseball to push friendly relations with the 
Cuban dictatorship. This will be the first Major 
League Baseball visit to Havana since 1959, 

and it couldn’t come at a worse time. A Cuban 
court has just convicted the island’s four top 
opposition leaders for sedition. 

Vladimiro Roca Antunez, Martha Beatriz 
Roque Cabello, Felix Bonne Carcases, and 
Rene Gomez Manzano were arrested in 1997 
after petitioning the regime for immediate re-
forms and publishing a pamphlet entitled ‘‘The 
Homeland Belongs to Us All.’’ In this pam-
phlet, they describe their hopes for a free and 
democratic Cuba. They were convicted for 
nothing more than expressing their opinions 
and speaking the truth. They are the Lech 
Walensas & Vaclav Havels of Cuba. Their trial 
and conviction came two weeks after Castro 
handed down his new Sedition Law to se-
verely punish those who dare speak to foreign 
journalists or publicly criticize his revolution. 

Under the new Sedition Law, they were ar-
rested for holding news conferences with for-
eign journalists and diplomats, urging voters to 
boycott Cuba’s one-party elections, warning 
foreigners that their investments would con-
tribute to Cuban suffering, condemning Cas-
tro’s grip on power, and criticizing Communist 
Party propaganda. Mr. Speaker, this sounds to 
me like a return to the gulags of Soviet com-
munism and the horror of European fascism. 

They were apprehended and jailed 11⁄2 
years ago for their ‘‘crimes’’. On top of the im-
prisonment and physical and mental mistreat-
ment they endured for more than 600 days, 
the four freedom fighters were also forced to 
endure a Stalinist show trial. As a recent wire 
report observed, in keeping with the closed, 
totalitarian nature of the Castro regime, ‘‘Few 
Cubans and even fewer foreigners are allowed 
inside a Cuban courtroom. Trials tend to be 
closed and proceedings are rarely reported by 
the government-controlled media.’’ But Castro 
eagerly allowed the cameras to roll during the 
trial of these four dissidents to send a mes-
sage to the rest of the island: Anyone who 
threatens his regime will be punished se-
verely. Cuban reporters are terrified of the 
new Sedition Law; it has empowered Castro’s 
secret police to intensify their harassment of 
Cuba’s already-stifled press. 

The dissidents received prison sentences 
ranging from 31⁄2 to 5 years. The independent 
Cuban Commission on Human Rights and Na-
tional Reconciliation said that since Feb. 26, 
1999, authorities had rounded up nearly 40 
other dissidents and warned an additional 35 
to remain at home during the March 1st trial. 
Officials from the U.S. Interest Section in Ha-
vana were denied access to the trial. 

The State Department recently released this 
statement regarding the trial: ‘‘We strongly de-
nounce these actions by the Cuban govern-
ment, which reveal its utter disregard of the 
concerns of the international community.’’ Yet, 
neither the president nor the secretary of state 
has taken any action to put muscle behind 
those words. In fact, underscoring its perverse 
misunderstanding of the situation, the State 
Department believes the trial and conviction of 
these four voices of freedom is the very rea-
son we need more people-to-people contacts 
with Havana. The only thing more people-to-
people contacts will do is further prop-up Cas-
tro’s regime. 

Finally, it should be noted that the Sedition 
Law was approved by Castro just weeks after 
the president’s January announcement that he 
was easing the embargo. 
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Mr. Speaker, I must also report even more 

disturbing news to my colleagues. I believe we 
have an administration that is so hellbent on 
normalizing relations with Cuba that it is willing 
to overlook allegations of drug-trafficking. 

On December 3, 1998, the Colombian Na-
tional Police seized 7.5 tons of cocaine head-
ed for Cuba, and eventually likely the United 
States and elsewhere. I have sent investiga-
tors down there who were able to put together 
the pieces of the puzzle in three days which 
our government, the ONDCP, DEA, CIA, and 
White House have either not been willing to 
do, or worse do not want to put together. 

I have a letter from Barry McCaffrey which 
says there is no evidence that the Castro gov-
ernment is involved in drug-trafficking, ignoring 
the fact that Castro’s brother, Raul, has been 
under indictment in Miami since the early 
1990’s for drug-trafficking and racketeering. 
Also, Ileana de la Guardia, the daughter of ex-
ecuted Cuban Colonel Tony de la Guardia, is 
currently involved in a court case in France 
where she alleges that drug trafficking reaches 
the ‘‘highest echelons’’ of the Cuban govern-
ment. 

What is the problem with this administration 
when it comes to Fidel Castro? Why does the 
White House continue to ignore the grim and 
brutal realities of Castro’s dictatorship? I don’t 
know the answer, but I believe it goes beyond 
a simple disagreement on policy. How we can 
turn a blind eye to Castro’s behavior and even 
reward him is truly beyond me. 

What is obvious is the fact that this White 
House will do anything to normalize relations 
with the last dictator in the Western Hemi-
sphere. The White House wants to dilute and 
then eliminate the Burton-Helms Embargo; the 
White House is flouting the law, ignoring the 
will of the American people, and tossing aside 
four decades of bipartisan agreement on Cas-
tro. It is left to us in Congress to do what is 
right. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my fellow cosponsors in 
support of H. Res. 99. Let’s do everything we 
can to keep the heat on Castro and his 
gulags. As a Houston Chronicle editorial re-
cently observed, ‘‘This is no time to play ball 
with Fidel Castro.’’

f

TRIBUTE TO KATHY ADAMSON 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Kathy Adamson, an extraordinary cit-
izen of San Mateo County, California, who will 
be inducted into the San Mateo County Wom-
en’s Hall of Fame on Friday, March 26, 1999. 

A native of Redwood City, Kathy Adamson 
has been a foster parent to more than four 
hundred children ranging in age from newborn 
to sixteen. Children in her temporary care 
have included drug exposed infants, shaken 
babies, toddlers, children with Attention Deficit 
Disorders, and adolescent girls. Kathy’s home 
became a hospice for terminally ill infants, 
many of whom died in her loving arms. Since 
1995 she has worked with San Mateo County 
Mental Health as an independent contractor, 

providing a variety of programs designed to 
help support parents and children in need. In 
recognition of her professionalism, her excep-
tional work and her compassion, Kathy was 
elected President of the San Mateo County 
Foster Care Association. 

Mr. Speaker, Kathy Adamson is an out-
standing woman and I salute her for her re-
markable contributions and commitment to our 
community. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring her on being inducted into the San 
Mateo County Woman’s Hall of Fame. 

f

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT ‘‘PETERBO’’ 
BANKHEAD 

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, I stand here today to pay tribute in memory 
of Mr. Robert ‘‘Peterbo’’ Bankhead, who re-
cently passed. He was not only a County Su-
pervisor in my district, the 2nd Congressional 
District, but also a personal and dear friend to 
me. It is very hard to effectively portray in a 
short amount of time to you the true heart, 
spirit, and countless deeds of Mr. Robert 
‘‘Peterbo’’ Bankhead. 

Mr. Robert ‘‘Peterbo’’ Bankhead was born 
on August 30, 1999. He attended Humphreys 
County High School in Belzoni, Mississippi 
where he was a member of the first class to 
graduate from Humphreys County High 
School. He graduated from Mississippi Valley 
State University with a Bachelor of Science 
degree in Criminal Justice in 1977. Addition-
ally, he graduated from MATC (Milwaukee 
Area Technical College) with a degree in the 
Culinary Arts. He opened Peterbo’s Res-
taurant in 1974 in Isola, Mississippi where it 
remains today. During the life of Robert 
Bankhead, he received several social and 
community awards for his countless hours, 
and dedication. He was life-time member of 
Mississippi Valley State Alumni, the Mis-
sissippi Restaurant’s Association, and served 
as Beat 1 Supervisor for Humphrey County for 
two consecutive terms. 

Robert will always be remembered as a per-
son willing to go the extra mile. In closing, Mr. 
Speaker I would like to say that Robert has 
made a tremendous contribution to the future 
of America. His work was pivotal and instru-
mental in the overall success of my 1996 and 
1998 campaign. My prayers go out to his fam-
ily and his contributions will be remembered in 
Mississippi, specifically the 2nd Congressional 
District for years to come. 

f

A BLOOMIN’ GOOD FAMILY AND 
THEIR BLOOMIN’ GOOD BUSINESS 

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, all around Wash-
ington the crocuses and forsythia are starting 
to bloom, and for some it is a daily ritual to 

see whether or not the famed cherry blossoms 
have started to hail the true start of spring. 
The people of Saginaw, Michigan, may not 
have the same early blooms or the Tidal Basin 
ritual, but they have something better—
McDonald’s Nursery which is celebrating its 
70th anniversary this week. 

Seventy years ago, Dr. Francis J. McDon-
ald, a dentist with a vision for the beauty of 
nature, started McDonald’s Nursery as a 
hobby. He bought five acres of land off Seidel 
Road with a 400-year old beech tree on it. He 
dug a well that to this day supplies water to 
the nursery, and with his children, Joe, Jim, 
Mary, Catherine and Tom, he planted trees. 
Today those trees provide a forty foot tall me-
morial to his legacy. With his wife Mary, he 
moved the family to what would become one 
of the most famous nurseries in this part of 
Michigan. 

Nursery products were sold out of the front 
yard at the beginning. During World War II, 
while sons Joe and Jim served in the military, 
he expanded the nursery buying more prop-
erty with an eye towards the growing subur-
ban area. When Joe returned home, a land-
scape division was started, and then in 1946 
a garden store. The seasonal nursery busi-
ness turned into a Christmas business in 
1955, so that it is now a year-round operation 
with its biggest months in December and May. 

Today, McDonald’s Nursery has 112 em-
ployees and sales of nearly $4 million. It has 
gone through thirteen expansions, and now 
covers 210 acres in Thomas Township, with 
an 18-acre lake providing irrigation. The 
McDonald family has made its mark on the 
Saginaw business community as leaders to be 
admired and emulated. 

Starting from Francis McDonald’s hobby, to 
Tom McDonald telling friends at a Chamber of 
Commerce dinner that they sell ‘‘every 
bloomin’ thing’’—a phrase which became the 
nursery’s hallmark, this is a business that we 
are privileged to have in the Saginaw commu-
nity. Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all of our 
colleagues to join me in congratulating 
McDonald’s Nursery on its 70th anniversary, 
and in wishing that their new slogan, ‘‘McDon-
ald’s Nursery 70 Years and Growing’’ holds as 
much promise as the first bloom of spring. 

f

TELECOMMUNICATIONS MERGERS 

HON. TOM DeLAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
commend the antitrust division of the Depart-
ment of Justice for approving the SBC-
Ameritech merger. As the telecommunications 
industry continues to evolve in the aftermath 
of the Telecommunications Reform Act of 
1996, the promise of that act can be fulfilled 
only if regulatory agencies remove the eye 
shades of New Deal regulation and begin to 
view the competitive landscape of tomorrow 
with a fresh look. This is precisely what the 
Department has done this week. 

However, I was not pleased to learn that, 
unlike mergers in other competitive industries, 
telecommunications mergers such as the 
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SBC-Ameritech venture must jump through 
several hoops before the deal is done. Not 
only does the Department of Justice conduct 
its traditional antitrust review, these mergers 
often must receive the blessing of multiple 
local and state agencies as well as the Fed-
eral Communications Commission. A reason-
able person might assume that once the De-
partment of Justice has issued a clean bill of 
antitrust health for a proposed merger, that 
venture has passed the smell test. I hope that 
same reasonable person would share the con-
cern that I have after reading this week that 
the FCC may hold this merger, and others like 
it, hostage under some ransom-guided inter-
pretation of the so-called ‘‘public interest’’ 
standard. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying premise of the 
Telecommunications Reform Act we passed in 
the 104th Congress was to break down the ar-
tificial barriers of regulation so that the market-
place would choose the winners and losers in 
this vital industry. We appear to be a long way 
from the realization of that promise when reg-
ulatory bodies handcuff the invisible hand of 
our free market system. 

I would strongly urge the FCC to follow the 
lead of the DOJ and quickly approve this 
merger. 

f

JEROME JANCZAK 1999 PAL JOEY 
AWARD WINNER 

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
tribute to Jerome ‘‘Jerry’’ Janczak, of Mil-
waukee, the recipient of the 1999 Pal Joey 
Award from the St. Joseph Foundation, Incor-
porated. 

Jerry Janczak, a true product of Milwau-
kee’s south side, is the youngest of eleven 
children born to his Polish immigrant parents. 
He attended Catholic grade school and high 
school, where he was an accomplished ath-
lete. Shortly after graduating from high school, 
Jerry enlisted in the United States Air Force, 
where he served until 1955. While stationed in 
Florida, he met his future wife, Grace. They 
were married in 1954. 

Jerry worked for many years as an em-
ployee of Milwaukee County, with the House 
of Corrections, the Sheriff Department and the 
Probate Court where he remained until his re-
tirement in 1988. 

That same year, Jerry was honored by the 
South Side Business Club as their ‘‘Man of the 
Year’’ and was given the ‘‘Special Award’’ by 
the St. Joseph Foundation. 

Jerry and Grace have two children, Michael 
and Thomas, and six grandchildren. Jerry’s 
love of sports and competition, which he 
passed down to his children, led him to de-
velop a part-time trophy and awards business 
in 1972, which still operates today. Besides 
his family and business, Jerry’s hobbies in-
clude golf, bowling, sheepshead and traveling 
throughout his home state, Wisconsin. 

He is active in many civic and religious or-
ganizations, including his parish, St. Mary 

Magdalen, the South Side Business Club, St. 
Joseph Foundation, the Milwaukee Society 
Polish National Alliance, Polish Festivals, Inc., 
and the secret International Mushroom Pickers 
Society (IMPS.) 

Jerry has given valuable time, energy and 
resources to make Milwaukee’s south side 
and the Polish community stronger and has 
set a fine example for all to follow. For these 
reasons, he is truly deserving of the 1999 Pal 
Joey Award. 

Congratulations, Jerry and Grace. Keep up 
the excellent work. May God continue to bless 
you and yours. 

f

COMMENDING DR. W.C. 
WIEDERHOLT 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. UNDERWOOD Mr. Speaker, For more 
than a century the Chamorros on Guam have 
suffered by Lytico and Bodig. There is hardly 
a family on the island who has not had a rel-
ative die of one of these terrible diseases. 
During the past 40 years, many researchers 
have come to Guam to investigate the dis-
eases, and to try and find the cause and sub-
sequent treatment for Lytico and Bodig. One 
of these researchers is Dr. W.C. Wiederholt 
who first came to Guam in 1994 at the invita-
tion of Dr. Kurland of the Mayo Clinic. His mis-
sion was to complete the mandated functions 
of the University of Guam/Mayo Grant and to 
evaluate the possibilities of writing a five-year 
grant. The University of Guam/Mayo grant ac-
tivities had gone awry for many reasons, and 
it appeared as if the research on Lytico and 
Bodig would once again come to a halt. How-
ever, Dr. Widerholt pressed on undaunted de-
spite the obstacles. He took a sabbatical leave 
from the University of California at San Diego 
and remained in Guam for almost six months. 
He brought the project back on track and pro-
vided much needed neurology services. Dr. 
Wiederholt also conducted some pilot studies 
to gather data for the new grant application. 

Under Dr. Wiederholt’s leadership, and with 
the collaborative efforts of a group of world-re-
nowned neuroscientists, the University of 
Guam and the University of California at San 
Diego were awarded a $10.8 million grant in 
1996 to study ‘‘Age-related neurodegenerative 
disease in Micronesia.’’ The project employs 
nine local people, and provides practical sites 
for social work and nursing students, as well 
as internship opportunities for Guam medical 
students. In addition, the project provides sup-
port to students at all grade levels preparing 
theses or dissertations about Guam’s 
neurodegenerative diseases, aging concerns 
and caregiver issues. 

Under Dr. Wiederholt’s guidance, the project 
has moved into a new dimension and is ex-
ploring, among many potential causes, how fa-
milial predisposition or susceptibility might 
interact with environmental factors in causing 
the disease. It is hoped that through Dr. 
Wiederholt’s research, more effective methods 

for detection, treatment and ultimately the pre-
vention of this disease will be developed for 
the benefit of the people of Guam. 

Guam has become Dr. Wiederholt’s home 
for at least seven months out of the year. Not 
only does he make initial diagnoses of neuro-
logical diseases and furnishes follow-up serv-
ices to all patients, he also provides courtesy 
consultations to Guam’s community physicians 
and the Veterans Affairs Center. 

Dr. Wiederholt’s dedication to the people of 
Guam is highly admirable and deserves our 
sincerest gratitude. On behalf of the people of 
Guam, I say to you Dr. Weiderholt, Si Yu’os 
Ma’ase. 

f

IN HONOR OF PAULINE ‘‘POLLY’’ 
HAMMACK 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
heavy heart that I now take this moment to 
recognize the life and contributions of Pauline 
‘‘Polly’’ Hammack. Sadly, Colorado lost this 
leading citizen earlier this year. While family 
and friends remember Polly’s remarkable life, 
I, too, would like to pay tribute to this great 
American citizen and friend. 

Born on June 22, 1919 in Vine, Tennessee, 
Polly spent most of her professional life as an 
employee of Denver Dry Goods beginning in 
the fall of 1966. She would retire as an Assist-
ant Store Manager and Personnel Director 20 
years later. 

In addition to her distinguished service with 
Denver Dry Goods, Polly long played an ac-
tive and leading role in Colorado politics. For 
many years, Polly has been a familiar and en-
ergetic presence on various political cam-
paigns. Most significantly, she was instru-
mental in President George Bush’s presi-
dential campaign efforts both in 1988 and 
1996. She also served on the State Board of 
Republican Women for an extended period of 
time. In spite of being afflicted by severe ill-
ness during the last election cycle, Polly main-
tained an active role in Colorado politics by 
way of the telephone. Her commitment to 
America, even in times of personal ailment, is 
truly admirable and deeply commendable. 

As friends and family remember Polly’s re-
markable life, I am confident that the pain they 
feel at her passing will subside. Although all 
who have had the privilege to know Polly are 
worse off in her absence, I am hopeful that 
each will take solace in the knowledge that 
they are a better person for having known her. 

It is with this, Mr. Speaker, that I say thank 
you to Polly for her dedication to America. I 
am hopeful that her husband Wayne, her chil-
dren Wayne and Barbara, her grandsons 
Richard and Douglas, her sister Mildred, and 
her daughter-in-law Mary will find comfort in 
this difficult time. 
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INTRODUCING THE STOCKPILE 

STEWARDSHIP RESOLUTION 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing a resolution to express the Sense of 
Congress regarding the direction of the U.S. 
program to maintain the safety and reliability 
of the nuclear weapons stockpile in the post-
Cold War era. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which 
President Clinton signed in 1996, bans all nu-
clear explosions in order to promote nuclear 
disarmament and nonproliferation ‘‘by con-
straining the development and qualitative im-
provement of nuclear weapons and ending the 
development of advanced new types of nu-
clear weapons.’’ The treaty requires us to 
maintain the safety and reliability of our nu-
clear weapons without explosive tests. It does 
not require us to spend $60 million for new 
submarine warhead designs. It does not re-
quire us to spend $198 million on underground 
‘‘subcritical’’ nuclear tests and preparing for 
banned explosive tests at the Nevada Test 
Site. It does not require us to spend $466 mil-
lion on fusion explosion experiments that 
could lead to hydrogen bombs that don’t need 
uranium or plutonium, which would be a non-
proliferation nightmare. And it certainly does 
not require us to spend $5.5 million for a new 
National Atomic Museum, colocated with the 
Anderson-Abruzzo International Balloon Mu-
seum. 

These and other projects are an expensive 
jobs program for nuclear scientists, in the 
guise of keeping unneeded weapons design, 
testing, and manufacturing capability. They are 
inconsistent with our commitment to nuclear 
disarmament in the Nonproliferation Treaty 
and with the purposes of the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. Faced with our massive in-
vestment in nuclear weapons research, other 
nations are slowing arms reductions and keep-
ing their own nuclear weapons development 
programs, thus putting our real security at risk. 

The safety and reliability of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile can be maintained with a 
more modest program of surveillance of the 
warheads and occasional remanufacturing 
when necessary. The resolution I am intro-
ducing today expresses support for such a 
custodianship program that protects our na-
tional security without wasting money or pro-
viding cover for new nuclear weapons pro-
grams that will prolong the Cold War and un-
dermine the unsteady international nuclear 
non-proliferation regime. The resolution ex-
presses the Sense of Congress that the nu-
clear weapons stockpile can be maintained 
with a program that is far smaller, less expen-
sive, and does not require facilities or experi-
ments that are likely to be used for warhead 
design or development. The resolution thus 
urges the Secretary of Energy to redirect the 
program for custodianship of the nuclear 
weapons arsenal toward less costly and less 
provocative methods that are consistent with 
United States treaty obligations. 

I hope this resolution will serve as a useful 
vehicle for educating the Congress and the 

public about the nature of the current stockpile 
stewardship program and for promoting con-
sideration of less costly and less destabilizing 
alternatives. I urge my colleagues to join in co-
sponsoring this resolution, and moving to-
wards a more sound nuclear policy. 

f 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the Congressional Record on 
Monday and Wednesday of each week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
March 25, 1999 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

APRIL 14 

9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings to examine the pub-
lished scandals plaguing the Olympics. 

SR–253 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of welfare reform for Indi-
ans. 

SR–485 
2 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 415, to protect the 

permanent trust funds of the State of 
Arizona from erosion due to inflation 
and modify the basis on which distribu-
tions are made from those funds; and S. 
607, reauthorize and amend the Na-
tional Geologic Mapping Act of 1992. 

SD–366

APRIL 20 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on S. 25, to provide 
Coastal Impact Assistance to State and 
local governments, to amend the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act Amend-
ments of 1978, the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965, the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery Act, 
and the Federal Aid in Wildlife Res-
toration Act (commonly referred to as 
the Pittman-Robertson Act) to estab-
lish a fund to meet the outdoor con-
servation and recreation needs of the 
American people; S. 446, to provide for 
the permanent protection of the re-
sources of the United States in the 
year 2000 and beyond; and S. 532, to pro-
vide increased funding for the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund and Urban 
Parks and Recreation Recovery Pro-
grams, to resume the funding of the 
State grants program of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, and to pro-
vide for the acquisition and develop-
ment of conservation and recreation fa-
cilities and programs in urban areas. 

SD–366 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatration 
Act. 

SR–485

APRIL 21 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 401, to provide for 
business development and trade pro-
motion for native Americans,and for 
other purposes. 

SR–485 
Armed Services 
Readiness and Management Support Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on the readiness of the 

United States Navy and Marines oper-
ating forces. 

SR–222 
2 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold oversight hearings to review the 

Memorandum of Understanding signed 
by multiple agencies regarding the 
Lewis and Clark bicentennial celebra-
tion. 

SD–366

APRIL 27 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To resume hearings on S. 25, to provide 
Coastal Impact Assistance to State and 
local governments, to amend the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act Amend-
ments of 1978, the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965, the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery Act, 
and the Federal Aid in Wildlife Res-
toration Act (commonly referred to as 
the Pittman-Robertson Act) to estab-
lish a fund to meet the outdoor con-
servation and recreation needs of the 
American people; S. 446, to provide for 
the permanent protection of the re-
sources of the United States in the 
year 2000 and beyond; and S. 532, to pro-
vide increased funding for the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund and Urban 
Parks and Recreation Recovery Pro-
grams, to resume the funding of the 
State grants program of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, and to pro-
vide for the acquisition and develop-
ment of conservation and recreation fa-
cilities and programs in urban areas. 

SD–366

APRIL 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on Bureau of 
Indian Affairs capacity and mission. 

SR–485
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MAY 4 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To resume hearings on S. 25, to provide 
Coastal Impact Assistance to State and 
local governments, to amend the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act Amend-
ments of 1978, the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965, the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery Act, 
and the Federal Aid in Wildlife Res-
toration Act (commonly referred to as 
the Pittman-Robertson Act) to estab-
lish a fund to meet the outdoor con-
servation and recreation needs of the 
American people; S. 446, to provide for 
the permanent protection of the re-
sources of the United States in the 
year 2000 and beyond; and S. 532, to pro-
vide increased funding for the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund and Urban 
Parks and Recreation Recovery Pro-
grams, to resume the funding of the 
State grants program of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, and to pro-
vide for the acquisition and develop-
ment of conservation and recreation fa-
cilities and programs in urban areas. 

SD–366 

Indian Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on Census 

2000, implementation in Indian Coun-
try. 

SR–485

MAY 5 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on Tribal Pri-
ority Allocations and Contract Support 
Costs Report. 

SR–485

MAY 6 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings to examine the results 
of the December 1998 plebiscite on 
Puerto Rico. 

SH–216

MAY 12 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on HUBzones 
implementation. 

SR–485

MAY 19 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 614, to provide for 
regulatory reform in order to encour-
age investment, business, and eco-
nomic development with respect to ac-
tivities conducted on Indian lands. 

SR–485

SEPTEMBER 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations 
of the American Legion. 

345 Cannon Building 
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